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Preface

Q

The Teacher Efficacy Study was initiated on the basis of two Rand
Corporation evaluation Studies that reported a significant relationship
between teachers' sense of efficacy, that is, the extent to which teachers
believe they can have a positive effect on student learning, and student
achievement. The purposes of our teacher efficacy research were (1) e
to develop a conceptual framework for understanding the nature,
antecedents, and’consequences of efficacy attitudes in teachers, and
(2) to suggest further research necessary to reject, elaborate, and/or
extend the conceptual framework. More specifically, our objectives
were to clarify the hature of the efficacy construct by investigating
(1) factors that facilitate and inhibit development of a sense of
efficacy in-teachers, (2) teacher behaviors that are indicative of a
sense of efficacy,.{3) effects of teachers' sense of efficary 03'.5
students, other teachers, and other aspects of the school envir nt,
and (4) methods of influencing the development of teachers' sense of
efficacy. Major characteristics of the Teacher Efficacy Study included
(1) a multidisciplinary approach, (2) a comparative field study of the
effects of different organizational structures of schools on efficacy,
(3) a process-product study of teacher efficacy, teacher and student
behavior, and student achievement, and (4) the evaluation of a small-
scale attempt to influence sense of efficacy. )

The multidisciplinary approach to the study of efficacy was central
to our study. 1In developing the preliminary conceptu;ﬂ Framework, we
examined the research literature in a number_of related fields,
including personality theory, industrial psychology, organizational
sociology, sociology of occupations and schools, and educational
anthropology. At various stages of the project, we also consulted
an advisory group that included educational psychologists.and
sociologists, social psychologists, an anthropologist, a school
organizational theorist, teacher effectiveness researchers, and classroom
teachers. )

A preliminary conceptual framework based on the literature review
and advice of the advisory group was used to guide the design of the
first phase of data collection in the spring of 1980. The basic
procedures guiding this phase of data collection were derived from
Glaser and Strauss's (1967) description of the discovery of grounded
theory; specifically, the collection, coding, and analysis of data
werecarried out together to maximize the possibility of generating
theory. During the preliminary data collection phase, 49 teachers
at two organizationally different middle schools responded to
a questionnaire that probed their .feelings about teaching and the
influenCes of the school organization upon their efficacy attitudes, .
and four teachers, two with high efficacy attitudes and two with Tow
efficacy attitudes, were observed five times as they taught two of
their classes and were interviewed regarding the frustrations and
rewards of teaching.
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The second phase of the Teacher Efficacy Study was based on the .
results of our middle school research and consisted of (1) a process-
product study of 48 high school basic skills teachers, (2) interviews
with the basic skills teachers in which we explored their efficacy
attitudes, and (3) a pilot study comparison of three approaches to
increase teacher efficacy: Findings from the two phases of data
collection were used to refine the conceptual framework and to generate
suggestions for further research.,

_ The results of the Teacher Efficacy Study indicate that teachers
differ in their efficacy attitudes, and thése differences are -reflected
in teacher behaviors and students' performance. Our results also )
demonstrate that efficacy attitudes are elysive and changing. They .
are susceptible ‘to many interaétive influences, including personal,
student, organizational, political, economic, collegial, and adminis-
trative influences. Future research efforts to improve teachers' sense
of efficacy requjre an ecological perspective that takes into account
the complex interactive relationships between teacher efficacy and the
school environment. Four contexts that are particularly relevant for
the design of research to enhance teacher efficacy include teacher

_education programs, beginning teacher socidlizatidn practices, school
‘organization, and parent-teacher relations. - .

-
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Our interviews with teachers revealed that feelings of efficacy
are difficult to maintain in the current context of teaching. Un-
certainty, isolation, and a seise of powerlesshess threaten teachers'
sense professional self-esteem, and the lack of adequate economic
rewa¥ds and societal recognition increase teachers' feeiing of self-
doubt. Future vesearch should address these problems. Ye believe
that teacher efficacy offers educators and researchers a powerful
organizing construct for directing future research and educational
improvement. We have found that teacher efficacy is of significant
value in ynderstanding teachers' definitions of their role, their
attitudes toward their work, and their interactions with students. .
As a consequence, we believe that teacher efficacy -shows promise as a i
useful indicator for guiding and evaluating school-wide improvements
and classroom improvements, and most important, we believe that .
developing teachers' sense of efficacy is critical for attaining the
goal of equal educational opportunity.

We would like to express our appreciation to the individuals 0
whose valuable assistance enabled us to complete this project. OQOur
consultants, Dan Lortie and Ray Rist, gave important guidance in the
initial conceptualization of this study. We wish to express a special
thanks to Richard deCharms who 1it the spark sixteen years ago that
motivated the obsession with the notion of personal efficacy that
culminated in this study and who provided us with an invaluable model
for judging our research 'efficacy.' Ue are indebted to Virginia
Koehler, our Project Director at the National Institute of Education,
for her support and encouragefnent, and to Michael Cohen, also of NIE,
for his special insights into the ecology of teaching.
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Chapter 1
Overview of the Teacher Efficacy Study
Introduction

Several resc¢archistudies (Coleman, Campbell, Hobson, McPartland,
Mood, Weinfeld, and York, 1966; Jencks, Smith, Aclund, Bane, Cohen
Gintis, Heyns, and Michelson, 1972) have questioned the effect of
teachers -on achievement. The doubts raised by these studies in
combination with a public loss of confidence in the competence of
teachers -have had a serious demoralizing effect on teachers' sense of

. brofessional self worth. This_demoralization is reflected in the
significant decline in teachers' satisfaction with teaching as a
profession. The 1981 National Education Association's Status of the
American Public School Teacher Survey (NEA, 1981) indicated that less 7
than 22 percent of the teachers questioned replied that they certainly
would become a teacher if they could start over again, a drop of about
30 percentage points since 1966.

Recent research suggesting that teacher attitudes can have a
significant impact on student achievement {Armor, Conry-Osquera, Cox,
Kin, McDonnel, Pascal, Pauly, and Zellman, 1976;sBerman, MclLaughlin,
Bass, Pauly and.Zellman, 1977) and even on students' adult status
(Pedersen, Faucher, & Eaton, 1978) offers badly rieeded supnort to
teachers' declining sense of self-worth. In the past, research efforts
to identify specific teacher attitudes have been, for the most part,
discouraging (Dunkin & Biddle, 1974; Getzels & Jackson, 1963). .Thus, the
two Rand Corporation evaluation studies conducted by Armor and Berman and
their colleagues indicating that teachers' sense of efficacy is a factor
related to student achievement represent a significant breakthrough in
terms of the insight they provide on the specific nature of teacher
attitudes 1ikely to influence student achievement.

The construct of teachers' sense of efficacy is defined as "the
extent to which the teacher believes he or she has the capacity to
produce an effect on the learning of students" and was derived from
Rotter's (1966) social learning theory (Armor et al., 1976, p. 23). 1In
both Rand studies, teacher sense of efficacy was measured by the total
score obtained from two Likert scale items:

1. When ﬁt“comeS“riéht~down to it, d teacher really can't do
much because most of a student's motivation and performance
depends on his or her home environment.

1) Strongly 2) Agree 3) Neither agree 4) Disagree 5)Strongly
. . nor disagree - . ) . disagree

agree

-~
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2. 1f I really try hard, I can get through to even the most
difficult or unmotivated students.

1) Strongly 2) Agree 3) Neither agree 4) Disagree 5) Strongly
agree nor disagree, disagree

(Berman et al., 1977, pp. 159-160)

The importance that the Rand studies attribute to teachers' sense of
efficacy and the current dissatisfaction and disillusion with the profession
experienced by many teachers emphasize the critical need to understand*the
processes that influence the development of teacher efficacy. The purpose
of the Teacher Efficacy Study reported in this volume was to develop a
conceptual framework for future research of the relationship between
teachers' sense of efficacy and student achievement. Specifically, we
sought to clarify the nature of the sense of efficacy construct, by
investigating (1) various methods for measuring teachers' sense of efficacy,
(2) factors that:facilitate and inhibit development of a sense of efficacy
in teachers, (3) teacher behaviors that are indicative of a sense of
efficacy, (4) the relationship of teachers' sense of efficacy to student
behavior and achievement, and (5) methods of influencing the development
of teacher efficacy. ~ -

The Need for an Ecological Perspective

While the focus of this study was a single teacher characteristic --
sense of efficacy -- its nature, antecedents and consequences, and its
role in student achievement--the assumptions guiding this study depart
significantly from traditional approaches to the study of teacher effective-
ness. Traditional research in teaching has focused on the teacher as the
eenfral, controlling figure in classroom interaction and has utilized .
a simple, cause-effect model for analyzing the effect of teacher attitudes
and behavior on student achievement. The view of the teacher as an
independent determinant of students' classroom behavior and learning
grossly oversimplifies the complex reality of 1ife in.classrooms (Carew &
Lightfoot, 1979?. Students exert a powerful influence on teacher
behavior (Brophy & Good, 1974; Cohen, 1972 Cooper, 1979; Yarrow, Waxler &
Scott, 1971). Indirect effects of home, community and culture assume an
important role in 1ife in classrooms, as do the specific contextual effects
of the organization of instruction and the nature of the school (Bossert,
19795 Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Doyle, 1978). Thus, an adequate description
of the relationship between teachers' sense of efficacy and student
achievement in classrooms requires a perspective that can accommodate
the many reciprdcal and indirect influences impinging on teachers and
students. To capture the complex reality influencing the teacher in the
classroom, we adopted the ecological orientation recommended , by Bronfen-
brenner (19765 1977; 1979). Research based on an ecological perspective
must incorporate (1) a concern for contextual effects, (2) investigation
of indirect and reciprocal effects, and (3) consideration of the
subjective experiences of the research participants (Bronfenbrenner, 1976).
Each of these requirements will be examined in terms of their importance .
in understanding teachers' sense of efficacy. .




The Context of Teaching

The specific teaching context has often been cited as an important
determinant of teaching behavior. Many contextual characteristics,
including the size of the class (Glass & Smith, 1979), characteristics
of students (Brophy & Evertson, 1981; Good & Grouws, 1977), the subject
matter (McDonald & Elias, 1976) and the activity structure of the
lessons (Bossert, 1979), have been demonstrated to influence teachers’
classroom behavior. Similarly, teachers' sense of efficacy is likely to

be influenced significantly as a result of the context -in which the
teacher works.

. A variety of studies provide insight into the situational and
contextual features that are 1ikely to influence teachers' sense of
efficacy. The situationally specific nature of teacher efficacy and its
susceptibility to subtle classroom variables were suggested in a clever
study by Cooper, Burger & Seymour (1979). The three major factors
identified as having causal influences on the teacher's classroom control

) perceptions and success expectancies for a specific instructional inter-
action: the initiator of the interaction (teacher or pupil), the inter-
action setting (public or private), and the performance expectations for
the student (high or low). Three kinds of teacher control were considered:
control over timing, control over content, and control over duration.
Results indicated that high-ability students were perceived as more
controllable than low-ability students; teacher-initiated interactions
were perceived as providing more control than student-initiated inter-
actions; and the setting had effects on perceived control of interaction
duration. Interactions with high-ability students were seen as more
Tikely to Tead to successful outcomes than interactions with low-ability

" students. Another example of contextual effects on efficacy was provided
by Metz (1978) in her comparative study of two junior high schools. Metz
concluded that when student behavior is visibly disruptive in a total
school, teachers are less likely to see their problems in teaching as
solely due to their own personal inadequacies, while in a school in which
students are basically orderly, teachers are more likely to see themselves
as responsible for classroom management problems. Since other teachers'
classrooms are orderly, the disorder in their classrooms must be due to
their personal shortcomings as teachers. These teachers would be less
likely to admit difficulties or seek help, because they would have to
admit their incompetence relative to other teachers in the school. Metz
suggested that school differences in observable disorder lead the teacher
to seek different approaches to dealing with the problem of management.
Teachers in schools with visible order problems are more lTikely to seek
solutions in major school changes, through re-evaluation of school goals
and relationships, while the teachers who perceive themselves as
individually responsible for their classroom management difficulties

~will seek solutions in pragmatic methods designed to deal with specific

" student behavior or motivation problems. In support of the impact of
contextual effects, Metz observed that teachers in the school in her
study with visible order problems responded to these difficulties by
evolving a more articulated awareness of their phiiosophical attitudes

+
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toward teaching and students, while teachers at the school without such
problems remained characteristically unable to articulate their

philosophical approach to teaching, their goals, or student-teacher
relationships.

As demonstrated in the two studies by Cooper, Burger & Sejmour (1979)
and Metz (1978), context assumes a critical role in teachers’ perceptions
of their efficacy. Consequent]y, the nature of the teaching context.
and its impact on teachers' sense of efficacy was a crucial focus of
the Efficacy Study. \

Indirect and Reciprocal Effects on Teachers' Sense of Efficacy

Traditional research approaches that assume unidirectional effects
and conceive of explanations in terms of antecedents and consequences
are inadequate for the task of.representing the complexity of the
relationships existing in regard to teachers' sense of eff1cacy The
importance of conceptua11z1ng teacher-student interaction in the classroom
in terms of a reciprocal model has been emphasized by Cohen (1972):

[A] piece of advice that sociologists might offer is
that propositions about the relationship between teacher
activities and student learning will depend on the state

of the social system in the classroom. It is most unwise
to use a simple unidirectional causal model to characterize.
the classroom, for example, teachers affect students
through what they say, how they guestion, how they

explain, and through the use of curriculum materials. -
Studies of the classroom as a comp]ex social system

suggest that cause and effect can fun in several directions.
Students have effects on each other. The informal social
structure preduces differential treatment of students by
the teacher. ¥Furthermora, the effects which students have
on_the teacher and on other students tend to build up over
time. This kind of .a characterization of learning in
the classroom calls for theories capble of handling feed-
?ack ef;ects and- processes which can change over time.

p. 444

The ecological approach requires the consideration of reciprocal
relations among variables; for example, teachers who believe that they
can have an effect on student learning are 1likely to work harder with
their students, who are, conseguently, more likely to perform well on
achievement tests, which is 1ikely to have a positive effect on teachers'
sense of efficacy, and this process is likely to continue in a cyclical
fashion. ‘Ethnographic analyses that permitted study of mutual relation-
ships among variables were an integral part of the Teacher Efficacy Study.

An ecological perspective demands that “indirect" effects be
included in an exptanatory model. For example, parent influences are
certain to be impinging on the teacher-student relation as are school
climate influences, such as administrative and physical plant effects.

£




These indirect environmental effects outside the school setting must be
considered in order to obtain an adequate description of teachers' sense
of efficacy. Teachers' family relationships, social support network,
and community involvement activities aré also 1ikely to affect their
personal sense of efficacy. Interdependencies between school and
experiences in other settings were considered in order to identify
indirect influences on teachers' sense of efficacy.

*

“Phenomenological Analysis: Teachers' Subjective Perceptions

Yedley (1978) pointed out that a major weakness of traditional
process-product teacher effectiveness research is the failure to include:
the teachers' intent in the analysis. Observational data are unable to
detect the effect of different participants' perceptions of the situation

% in determining their behavior and their sense of efficacy. No doubt,

teachers differ in the criteria they use to judge, their efficacy and the
stringency with which they evaluate their behavior and that of their

students. As Jackson (1968) noted, teachers, for the most part, do not

define their sense of efficacy in terms of students' scores on achievement =
tests. Thus, to evaluate teacher effectiveness solely on the basis of

a criterion that teachers do not accept is 1likely toqjead to conclusions
regarding teacher effectiveness that may be unwarranted when viewed in

terms of the teachers' objectives and definition of teacher effective-
ness.

Fenstermacher (1978) emphasized another problem implicit in the
failure of traditional process-product research to consider teachers'
subjective perceptions. According to Fenstermacher (1978), current
teacher effectiveness research has‘been focusing on the wrong questions,
because concern for identifying teachers' behavior that increase student
achievement will not necessarily result in changes in teachers' behavior.
If a significant change in teachers' behavior is the objective, research
must address the question of why teachers engage in the behaviors that
they do. Fenstermacher pointed out that teachers' subjectively reason-
able, beliefs will maintain their behaviors despite objectively reasonable °
evidence to the contrary, unless evidence is provided to challenge their
subjectively reasonable beliefs. Before such a challenge can be
delivered, a precise understanding of teachers' beliefs must be obtained.
) To further our understanding of teacher beliefs, Fenstermacher called for
) research that explores the intentions underlying teachers' behavior.
Citing Shulman and Lanier, he emphasized the importance of recognizing
that teachers' actions must be understood in light of the meanings they
attach to them: ¢

How teachers behave and what they do is directed in
no small way by what they think. It is the relation-
ship between thought and action that becomes the
critical issue in research on teaching. (Shulman &
Lanier, 1977, p. 44) ‘ -

Citing Harré and Secord (1972), Fenstermacher argued for the legitimacy

of the study of teachers' thinking as crucial to an adequate explanation
of teachers' behavior: .




The things that people say about themselves and other
people should be taken seriously as reports of data
relevant to phenomena that really exist and which dre
relevant to the’explanation of behavior . . . A person's
use of ordinary language in describing his own and
others' actions, in thinking about and preparing him=
self for action is vital to a proper behavioral science.
(Harre and Secord, 1972, pp. 7, 299)

Once we have acquired an understanding of why teachers behave as they do,

we can then begin to identify strategies for changing. their behaviors N

and beliefs that are likely to maintain their ineffective behaviors.

In response to Fenstermacher's. recommendation for an investigation
of teachers' intentions as the basis for developing an understanding of
their behavior and to Bronfenbrenner's concern for establishing the,
phenomenological validity of research results, one of thé major sources
of data for this study was teachers' perceptions and feelings.regarding

the nature of their sense of efficacy and the factors affecting it. : <.

Teachers' perceptions alone, however, are inadequate for specifying how
their sense of efficacy develops and affects student achievement. A
variety of studies have indicated that teachers' self-report about their
behavior and their actual behavior are not always related (Barr & Duffy,
1978). A particularly good example of teachers' self-report of their
behavior fai.ing to correspond consistently with their classroom behavior
was provided by Evertson and Brophy (1974). Thus, the analysis of teachers®
self-report of their efficacy was supplemented with classroom observations
of their behavior.

‘In summary, an adequate description of teachers' sense.of efficacy
required a systems approach that represents indirect and reciprocal
effects of teachers' sense of efficacy, i5 based on a phenomenological
analysis of the teachers' perceptions of what their sense of efficacy
entails, what influences it, and how it affects their behavior, and is
considered in terms of the specific context in which teaching occurs.

A Multi-Method, Multi-Person, Multi-Situation,
Multi-Variable Approach to Data Collection
(Smith & Pohland, 1974)

In order to develop a comprehensive conceptual framework for the
study of teacher efficacy, a two-phase process of data collection was
adopted. The first stage of data collection took place during March,
* April and-May of 1980 and was based on Glaser; and Strauss' approach
to the discovery of grounded theory. The design of the second stage
of data collection emerged as the result of the analysis of the first-
phase data and consisted of a systematic observation study of basic
skills mathematics and communication teachers in four high schooils
“during the winter and spring of 1981.

The importance of considering multiple data _sources in building a
comprehensive conceptual!framework has been noted by many methodologists




(e.g., Campbell & Fiske, 1950; Sieber, 1973; Smith, 1978). Figure 1
outlings the multiple data sources considered in the Efficacy Study.

Context of Phase 1 Data Collection

Selection of appropriate schools for study was based on the guide-
lines for sampTing delineated in descriptions of strategy for developing
#n empirically grounded theory (Conrad, 1978; Glaser & Strauss, 1967§
that is, schools were identified on the basis of their hypothesized .
theoretical relevance to the sense of efficacy construct. Two schools
were identified that were maximally differentiated on a number of
organizational variables conceived to be of signifjcance in influencing
teachers' sense of efficacy. . !

The school organizational dimensions expected to affect teachers'
sense of efficacy were (1) multi-age versus single-age grouping,
(2) interdisciplinary versus self-contained, single subject-matter class- .
rooms, and (3) flexible, exploratory curriculum versus traditional junior
high curriculum. The two middle schools selected for study consisted of
grades six through eight and were similar in size (approximately one
thousand students), in urban location, and in racial and SES composition,
comprised predominantly of minority and low socioeconomic level students.
School A, however, had a modern middle-school orientation; that is,
multi-age grouping, tedm teaching, and a flexible, exploratory curriculum.
Approximately 160 students were assigned to a team of five teachers who
shared responsibility for the curriculum. These students remained in
the same group with the same teachers for three years. School B, on the
other hand, was organiiéd'inwa\grgditional junior high, fashion, with
students assigned to different t€achers_for different subjeet matter.
Evidence to support the expectation that the two.school organizations
would have a differential effect on teachers' sense of efficacy was
derived from a study of open-space schools reported by Meyer (197]9%\\&\\
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Teachers at the two schools were asked to spend two hours completing N
a questionnaire designed to nvestigate their perceptions of teaching.
Half of the teachers at each of the two schools completed the questionnaire.
The number of teachers completing the questionnaire at the middle school
was 29 and 20 at the junior high. Following scoring of the teachers'
responses to the twq Rand items, two teachers with a high-efficacy score
and two teachers with a low-efficacy score were identified at each of the
schools. To reduce the confounding effect of context, teachers of similar
subject matter were selected for observation: social studies and language
arts and reading. Teachers were observed teaching two of their classes
from four to five times over a six-week period. Observers took ethno-
graphic field notes during each of their visits. After the observations
were completed, the observers completed an hour-long interview with their
teachers. The day after the’ end of classes for the year, participating
teachers met at the University with the field observers to react to pre-
Timinary interpretations of the data.
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Methods

1.1 Questionnaires

1.2 Projective measures
1.3 Observation
1.4
1.5

‘Informal interviews
Documents -

Persons _

2.1. Students

2.2 Cooperating teachers

2.3 Principals ¢ ‘
2.4 Other teaqhers ’
Situations

3.1 Students

3.2 Classroomteaching

3.3 MultipTe schools

3.4 Curriculum planning meetings

3.5 Faculty meetings

Variables ‘ v

)

4.1 Individuai: traits, attitudes, -perceptions, motives, behaviors
4.2 Group: interaction, activity .
4.3 Organizational: schools

\\\q Figure 1: Elements of the multimethod, multiperson,

multisituation, and multivariabie matrix
(modified from Smith, 1978)




Context of Phase 2 Data Collection

In an effort to obtain systematic observation data to support the
hypotheses generated from the grounded theory study of the two middle
schools, a process-product study of 48 basic skills communication and
mathematics teachers from four high schools was conducted. Basic skills
classes were selected for study because we.felt that these classes,
comprised primarily of low socioeconomic level black students who had
experienced repeated failures, were likely to make teachers' sense of
efficacy especially salient. Observers were trained in the use of
three systematic observation instruments:— -the Florida Climate and

' Control Schedule (Soar & Soar, 1981), Teacher Practices Observation

‘Record (Brown, 1968), and a student engagement rate form, an observa- .

T

tional schedule adapted from Stallings and Kaskowitz (1974) by Research
fbr Better Schools (Huitt, Traver & Caldwell, 1981). Following training,
observers visited the teachers' classrooms from two to six times during
a four-month beriod and completed a series of observations using each

of the three instruments during each of their visits. The majority

of participating teachers also completed a questionnaire assessing their
sense of efficacy and instructional practices and also-completed an
hour-long interview with one of the observers.

Overview of the Report

In Chapter 2, the conceptual framework for future research on
teachers' sense of efficacy is presented. Bronfenbrenner's ecological
approach provides the basic framework for organizing the relationships ~
between teachers' sense of efficacy and the Variables conceived to be ,
related to it.

The comparative study of the two organizationally different middle
schools is reported in Chapter 3. This study consisted of three
different approaches to the study of school organizational effetts on
efficacy: an open-ended questionnaire, a fixed alternative questionnaire,
and an ethnographic comparison of two teachgrs from each school. . The
results of each of these methodologies indicate that the interdisciplin-
ary team-based school with multi-age grouping of students had a positive
relationship to teachers' sense of efficacy. \

Several approaches to measurement of teachers' efficacy are presented
in Chapter 4, The difficulty of developing reliable and valid self-
report measures of teacher efficacy is. discussed and various strategies
for deahing with these problems are considered.

In Chapter 5, the process-product study of the relationships between
teacher efficacy, teacher behavior and student achievement in 48 high
school basic skill mathematics and communication classes is described.
From these data, it appears that teachers' sense of efficacy promotes
deve]ogment of a positive, supportive classroom climate that facilitates
student achievement and, in turn, a higher sense of efficacy.

A pilot study comparing the effectiveness of three different strategies
for increasing efficacy is reported in Chapter 6. We conclude from
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this study that a school-wide approach in which organizational structures
are developed to bolster teachers' sense of efficacy is likely to.be
the most effective approach for increasing teachers' sense of efficacy.

In Chapter 7, we report on the results of a social-psychological
analysis of interviews conducted with 33 of the middle and high schoot
teachers who participated in the Efficacy Study. The purpose of the
interviews was to investigate how teachers define and experience their
work in the schoois. Analysis of the interview data indicated that the
social -psychological .climate of the school promotes self-doubt,
conformity, and impression management among teachers. Work with Tow-

‘achieving students intensifies “the environmental pressures upon teachers.

Low and ‘high efficacy teachers differed in their approach to dealing with
the threats and frustrations of teaching low-achieving students. High
efficacy teachers maintained high academic expectations of théir students
and established friendly, supportive relations with them. Low-efficacy
teachers were more 1ikely to lose patience with their low achieving
students, hold low expectations for their academic success, and demand

.

little in terms of academic performance. .

-

A sociological analysis of factors contributing to teachers' sense
of efficacy is presented in Chapter 8. Ethnographic interviews conducted’
with 23 high school basic skills teachers and 10 middle and junior high
teacflers revealed that many teachers may be suffering from status panic,
a term used by C. Wright Mills (1951) to indicate the anxiety experienced
by achievement-oriented white-collar workers due to the discrepancy
between their expectations of prestige, advancement, and rewards and
their actual status. Teachers come to their work with aspirations for
vertical mobility but find 1ittle opportunity for advancement in theijr
chosen profession. The lack of opportunity for‘,advancement, combined
with an inadequate salary and the decline of public confidence in . =~
educationinteract to cause status panic in many teachers, a condition
contributing to.low efficacy attitudes.
In Chapter 9 we analyZze classroom observations and interview
data from the two middle schools using Glaser and Strauss' (1967) approach to
grounded theory. The central social-psychological problem facing
teachgrs identified through this analysis is the establishment and
maintehance bf a sense of professional self-esteem in a profession
characterized by uncertainty and few concrete rewards. To:cope with
the threats to their self-esteem teachers chdose teaching strategies
that offer them the most success and the least evidence of failure.

In Chapter 10 our’ recommendations for future research of teachers’
sense of efficacy are discussed. The conditions of, teaching in today's :
society--the uncertainties ahd' the frustrations--place such a
tremendous stress on teachers' efficacy beliefs that efforts to support
these beliefs will require bold visions of significant transformations
in the current context of teaching. Teacher ‘education, teacher
socialization practices and teacher-parent relations offer particularly
promising areas for research to promote our understanding of ways to
foster teachers' sense of efficacy and student achievement. Changes in
school organization are needed to enable teachers to maintain their
sense of efficacy. .

-

-
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Chapter 2 : }

The Conceptual Framework for the
Study of Teachers' Sense of Efficacy .
Teachers' sense of efficacy is basic to teacher motivation. Our study:
“ of teacher efficacy indicatés that the extent to which teachers belijeve
they are capable of inf]uencing)student performance affects their enthus-
iasm and persistence in working with their students and, ultimately, their
students' achievement. - .

o et o - e . —

In this section, a conceptual framework for the study of teachers'
sense of efficacy ig described. Based on an ecological perspective
+ (Bronfenbrenner, 1976), the nature/and origins of teachers' sense of ,
¥ efficacy will be discussed- ang/factors cortributing to the development

and maintenance of teacherssense of efficacy will be considered. The
conceptual framework was derived from four major‘sources:

(1) a reviel of the research literature dealing with
the organizational and social-psychological factors
affegting teacher and student behavior;

(2) a comparative study oftwo middle schools, using
. survey and ethnographic techniques (for a detailed
report, see Chapter 3); . .

N (3) a presage-process-product study of the relationship
between teachers' sense of efficacy, teacher and
v student behavior, and school achievement in 48 high
* ) school basic skills communications and mathematics
classrooms in four high schools. (See Chapter 5
* for a detailed report of methodology and results.)

+(4) an analysis of interview and obsérvational data
gathered in the middle and high schools, usin »

’ - Glaser and Strauss' grounded theory methodo]ogyxy\‘_
(For a detailed report, see Chapters 7, 8 and 9. -

Teachers' Sensa of Efficacy: A Mu]ti-&imensiéna] Construct

Our theoretical framework for teachers' sense of efficacy is based
on a modification of Albert Bandura's (1977) social learning formulation
of sense of self-efficacy as a cognitive mediator of human bekavior.

As represented in Figure 2, teachers' sense of efficacy is a multi-dimen-
sional construct that is hierarchically organized and reciprqca]?y deter-
mined. . . '

The major dimensions. of teachers' sense of efficacy are represented
in Figure 2 and include first, a general causal belief in action-outcome
contingencies; .second, a generalized sense of self-efficacy;sthird, a
general belief in teachers' ability to motivate students' and fourth, a~ .
specific belief in their own perceived competence in motivating students.

11
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Teachers' Sense of Efficacy: The Multi-Dimensional Construct
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Developmental and social-psychological research and theory (Bandura, 1977)
indicate that through personal 1ife experiences, individuals develop a
genéralized expectancy of the relationship between action and outcome; thus,
teachers enter the profession with individual differences in their general-

ized expectancy between action and outcome; in addition, through their

individual Tife experiences teachers have developed personal expectations .« :
regarding their own ability to influence outcomes. This is equivalent o’
deCharms' (1968; 1976) sense of personal causation or Bandura's general- .o
ized sense of self-efficacy. When specific experience in a given situation. )

- s lacking, the teachers' generalized sense of self-efficacy wiTl be a major, . ’
determinant of behavior. However, with training and experience, teachers )
‘“ﬁevelopuspecdfie beliefs about the ability ‘of teachers, in general, to

- motivate different types of students in different types of situations and

. their own personal abi]ity‘to motivate students in specific situations. In ’
sum, teachers' sensé of efficacy represents their implicit personal theory
» Of student motivation. - : ) s .

N .
As conceived by Bandura and applied. in our model,: sense of efficacy -
is a critical construct in understanding motivation, hecause it igf]uences '
the nature and extent of behavior, the amount of. effort expended and '
degree of persistence maintained in the face of difficulty. Seligman's )
learned helplessness theory (Abramson, Seligman & Teasdale, 1978) is .
) helpful in explaining the impact of the various dimensions of teachers'
: sense of efficacy on teacher behavior (See Figure 3), A low sense of
. efficac, miy be due to the teachers' belief that certain low-achieving
students, by virtue of their home environment, cannot be motivated by
their teachers. This would be a case of "universal helplessness" in
Seligman's terms, the_belief that'no teacher would be capable of motivat-
ing this group of students. Teachers with a senseof "universal helpless-
ness".would exert less effort in motivating difficult students, seeing ;
all effort as inherently futile (a motivational deficit), would be .o
= resistant to learning from experiences 'with low-achieving students that ~ .
contradict their basic belief (a cognitive deficit) but would maintain "
their self-esteem, because they would feel .no responsibility for being
unable to do what no one elsé could do (no affective deficit). In contrast,
the teacher who has a personal sense of helplessness or inefficacy, that
is, the teacher who believes that low-achieving students can be motivated * )
to achieve, given an effettive teacher, yet feels personally ineffectual .
with these students,'will experience-tHe motivational and cognitive- :
"deficits characteristic of a sense of universal helplessness and, in
addition, will experience a loss of professional self-esteem, an affective
~deficit that is 1ikely to be accompanied by high feelings of stress,
possibly resulting in hostile, negative interactions with resistanB;
students. An éxample of personal inefficacy was provided by one: 0f the
teachers we interviewed who was deeply troubled® by her failure to reach
! her students: ) . :

Y

F

Well, T.still feel I have the capacitj for it. But
in some instances I'm not so, sure that I care. But .
other times I care a great deal., Sometimes I feel,

’ what's the use. Teaching can be véry frustrating, ,
a very frustrating experience. " I'm°not going to :
mince words ahbout it, that's the way I feel. I feel -

) threatened too. I.can see where a lot,of those -
. -classes could be'very threatening.
13 ' ,

26 - ‘
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In contrast, the low efficacy teacher with a sense of universal helpless-
ness will experience 1ittle stress and may be able to maintain enthusiasn
through the personal resilency gained. by having low expectations of being
able to influence student performance. An example of this type of ineffi-
cacy was provided by another teacher who was able to maintain her personal
sense of competence and remain untroubled by her inability to reach some
students by concluding that they were incapable of learning grammar:

I dori't want to tedch grammar, and I told the principal

that. In fact, I told him not to assign me to a language

arts class.again. We argued about it. I said I'm not -
interested in teaching grammar to illiterates. He said

that was because I don't 1ike teaching grammar. But I .

said, wrong. I love grammar. I'm a whiz at grammar. It's

the easiest thing in the world to teach. But these students
can't get it, and I don't agree with teaching it to them. . .

Given "the distinctive differences between a Tow sense of efficacy attribut-
able to beliéf"in teachers' inability to motivate students in contrast to

a belief in one's personal inability to motivate students, efforts to
influence teachers' sense of efficacy must be based on an analysis of the
origin of the inefficacy: 1if it is attributable to the teachers' feel.ings
of personal incompetence a different strategy would be required from the
case in which sense of inefficacy is attributable to ideological belijefs
about the wodifiability of various student types.

w -
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- Teachers' Sense of Efficacy and Student Achievement

The role of teachers' sense of efficacy in student achievement is
suggested from the -results of the process-product study that we
conducted in the classrooms of 48 high school basic skills communications
and mathematics teachers. (Sea Chapter 5 for a detailed description
of this study.) The relationships obtained in that study are indicated
by solid black arrows in Figure 4; broken arrows indicate relationships
that are postulated in our theoretical framework but were not tested
in our-basic skills study. 5
In brief, we found that teachers' sense of efficacy was significantly
related to student achievement, as measured by Metropolitan Achievement
test scores (r=.78, p<.003 in mathematics classes and r=.83, p<.02 in
communication classes), with students' entering ability controlled by
holding constant the students' scores on the Metropolitan test from the
previous year. 1n addition, teachers' sense of efficacy was related to
teacher and student behaviors that suggest that teachers with a high
sense of efficacy are more 1ikely to be attentive to the individual
needs of all students and to respond to students in a positive, accept-
ing supportive style that encourages student enthusiasm and involvement
in decision-making. .
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An Ecological Perspective on Teachers' Sense of Efficacy

Our research suggests that many variables influence teachers' sense
of efficacy and, in turn, are influenced by it. Not only classroom
factors, but many other influences, both within and outside of the
school, affect teachers' sense of efficacy. For example, the teachers'
family relations, social support networks, and community involvement
activities are 1ikely to affect their personal sense of efficacy.
Interdependencies between school and experiences in other settings must
be included to represent the factors affecting teachers' sense of
efficacy adequately. Bronfenbrenner's (1976) conception of an ecology
of education comprised of a nested arrangement of interrelated systems
is useful for structuring our contextual analysis of teachers' sense
of efficacy:

(1) The microsystem consists of the teacheré' immediate
setting, typically the classroon or school;

(2) The mesosystem is comprised of the interrelations
among thie teachers* major settings: these relations
include the principal, colleagues, the schoo] ‘norms,
the schook organizational-'structure and-authority

*. relations, and.the teachers' social support system,
. including family. i}

- (3)—The exosystem refers to the formal and informal
social structures that influence the teachers'
immediate setting, including the socio-economic
level of the community, the nature of the school
district, the mass media, the state and national
legislative agencies. . i

éﬁ'

(4) The macrosystem consists of the predominant cultural
beliefs and ideologies that have an impact on teacher
thought and behavior or on the various other systems
impinging on teachers. :

An impertant source of information regarding factors that affect
teachers' sense of efficacy is teachers’ subjective reports of what helps
them to feel effective as a teacher and what contributes to feelings of
inefficacy. Such a phenomenological analysis can be -useful in identifying
approaches most 1ikely to increase teachers' sense of efficacy. From our
analysis of teachers' responses to such a question we identified a number
of factors that seem to be particularly salient for teachers' sense of
efficacy. These factors will be discussed in the context of Bronfen-
brenner's ecological systems, and research 1iterature supporting the
importance of these factors for teachers' sense of efficacy will also be
noted. .

-

Microsystem *

According to teachers' subjective perceptions, various aspects of
their classroom have significant impact on their sense of efficacy. Our

<
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concept1on of sense of efficacy as a situation- spec1f1c dynamic is
derived in part from our interviews with teachers in which they
attributed changes in their sense of efficacy to varying classroom
attributes.

Student type. According to ‘teachers' self-report, student type
appears to be the most significant class-level variable affecting their
sense of efficacy. Brophy and Evertson (1981) documented many of the
student attributes that inflyence teachers' expectations of their
effectiveness and their consequent interactions with students. For
most teachers, students' ability (Prawat & Jarvis, 1980) appears to
be the single most significant student characteristic affecting teachers
sense of efficacy.

Heterogeneous grouping of students may reduce the impact of student
type on teachers' sense of efficacy. In a comparison of teachers who —
taught heterogeneously grouped classes (N=28) with teachers who taught
basic skills classes (N=38), we found that the teachers of basic skills
classes reported a lower sense of personal efficacy (t64=1.83, p<.05)

Class size.” Teachers are nearly unanimous in citing class size as
an important factor in their ability to be effective motivators, and
size becomes an even more salient feature for basic skills teachers,
because they repdrt that individual attention is much more important
for the motivation of low-achieving students than for average and above
average students. A recent meta-analysis by Glass and Smith (1979)
provides validation of this long-held assumption of teachers, that until
now was considered only a subjective perception of teachers. However,
the Glass and Smith Study indicated that important achievement gains
are detectable only when class size is reduced to 15 and below.

Role definitions. Teachers' role definitions are 1ikely to influence
their sense of efficacy. For example, one enthusiastic teacher that we
intefviewed defined her role primarily in terms of socialization aims
and expected academic gains to be small; consequently, she was not
overly troubled by the fact that her students were not mak1ng rapid
achievement test gains and did not experience a decline in her pro- °
fessional self-esteem when confronted with basic skills students:

I was anticipating (basic skills) teaching to be a T .

. total disaster. I mean, obviously it wasn't. I

‘ turned around and asked for six periods of basic
skills for next year. It's hard. It was the hardest . . .
they were the hardest two classes I had to teach. That's
what I'm saying. That at the beginning I didn't see
that they had those behaviors (they needed) They
didn't come in on task. I feel 1ike they've made some
progress towards that. We're doing much, much better
towards the end of the year. 1 think a Tot of it is just
what you expect, you know. If you tell the students I
expect you to work for an hgur, I care so much that you

: get this, that I want you working for one hour because

I know that that's what you need, a 1ot of them seem to
buy that. You know, I care about you. You must, there-




fore, care about yourself. You surely must care
enough. If I am a stranger, and I care this much
to make you work, then you must see what I am
trying to say to you . . . You know a lot of
times that sort of thing seems to work.

In contrast, the first teacher quoted on page 13 defined her role in
terms of academic achievement goals and,consequently, was beset with
self-doubt as a result of her inability to motivate her students and,
further, attributed their difficulties to their moral weakness in an
. unsuccessful attempt to protect her professional self-esteem.

Our comparison of middle and junior high school teachers indicated
sharp contrasts ¢in the role definitions of the teachers in the two
schools (see page 39 of this report) and related differences in the way
teachers interacted with students. In her comparison of two junior
highs, Metz (1978) also reported major differences among teachers in
their role definitions, resulting in divergent teaching styles, as well
as differences in.the way individual teachers defined their roles in
relation to different types of students or classes. Other recent
research, however, has questioned the impact of teachers' role defini-
tions on teacher behavior. Rohrkemper and Brophy (1980) concluded that
teachers' role definitions may be less relevant to teacher behavior than
their perceptions of ‘the type of problem they perceive the student to be
presenting. In an observational study of three groups of teachers .
differing in role orientation: teachers who stressed affect, teachers
who emphasized cognition, and those who emphasized both,_Prawat (1981)
concluded that teachers who defined their roles primarily in terms of
affective concerns were "no more effective in promoting positive affect
in their classrooms than those who emphasized cognitive goals, and both
these groups were less effective than the mixed or in-between groups®
(pp. 1 and 3). Inasmuch as different role definitions are likely to be
associated with different criteria for assessing one's sense of efficacys
further research is needed on the impact of role definition on teachers'
sense of efficacy, teacher behavior and student achievement. »

Activity structure. Teachers' sense of efficacy is likely to vary
with the activity or task. Some teachers perceive themselves to be more
effective in large group than small group instruction, for example.

Such personal assessments will influence the teachers' choice of future
activities, and as a continually expanding literature indicates, choice
of activity structure has extremely important implications for student
achievement and social development (Bossert, 1979; Carew & Lightfoot,
1979; Cohen, 1979; Johnson & Johnson, 1974; McDermott, 1977; Rosenholtz,
1980). ' L .

Mesosystem

Recent research on effective schools (Brookover, Beady, Flood,
Schweitzer & Wisenbaker, 1979; Cohen, 1987; Rutter et ad., 1979) has
emphasized the importance of within school relationships affecting
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teachers' sense of efficacy. Our study of teachers from two organizationally
different middle schoois dramatized the difference that school-level factors
can have on teachers' sense of efficacy. Our comparison of the at;itdae§

of 29 teachers from a modern middle school with a team organization, multi-
age grouping and an exploratory curriculum with 20 teachers from a middle .
school with departmental organization, traditional age-grade grouping, and -
a junior-high curriculum revealed important differences between the two
schools on a number of mesosystem variables. - (See Chapter 3 for details.

of methodology and ana]ysis.{

School norms. Teachers at the two schools varied significantly in
their role perceptions and expectations for students. Teachers at the
modern middle school defined their role more’ often in terms of meeting
the affective, socialization needs of their students, and perhaps in part
because of their experience with multi-age grouping, were less concerned
with ability differences among their students. Their expectations for
their students' achievement and improvability were significantly higher
than the junior high’teachers who had a more fatalistic attitude toward
their students' performance. .

While our findings are based on correlational data and may only be
indicative of initial differences in teachers, they are supportive of
other research indicating that school norms can be influential in deter-
mining teacher attitudes and behavior. For example, Leacock (1969) N
described the process by which teachers' Tow sense of efficacy regarding
certain students can become a school pattern, an organizational norm:
"There"s nothing we can do; these kids can't learn." In such an environ- .- -
ment, new teacher's are pressured to accept the dominant culture of the , °
school. Thus, for many teachers, maintaining order -becomes the ultimate
goal (Cohen, 1972) inasmuch as motivating academic achievement is
considered, an impossible aim, given the students that they are.assigned
to teach. . )
Collegial relations. The isolation from colleagues and consequent
loneliness characteristic of the teaching profession have been noted by a.
number of analysts (Jackson, 1968;° Lortie, 1975). This aspect of teach-
ing is probably a significant contributor to teacher dissatisfaction
inasmuch_as teachers are typically high in social needs (Holland, 1973;
Super, 1970). The relationship of collegial relationships, however, to
sense of efficacy is complex.

In our study, teachers at the modern middle school reported more
negative colleague relationships than teachers at the junior high.
However, negative colleague relationships do not appear to have a direct
negative relationship to efficacy, since teachers' sense of efficacy as
well as general job satisfaction were higher at the middle school. It
is 1ikely that the expression of negative feelings about some colleagues
was a result of the increased contact with colleagues produced by team
teaching. At the junior high, teachers rarely worked together and,
consequently, "had 1ittle conflict with other teachers. A number of
studies have indicated that conflict among school staff may be indicative

v
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of a highér sense of professionalism and productive organizational
activity than low Jevels of conflict (Brookover and Lezotte, 1977;
€orwin, 1970). -

-

Decision~making structures. -—-One: of the‘differenceSXbetwéén the., — —

modérn middle school and junior high that may relate to the difference
observed in teacher efficacy was the greater involvement in school
decision-making afforded teachers by the mechanism of a teacher
advisory council comprised of representatives from the various teaching
teams. However, this difference may also contribute to development of
discordant colleague relations. The designation of team leader created
a power differential among teachers that led to conflict. While our
sample teachers often expressed the desire for greater participation ir
decisions, they were typically unable to be specific about the areas
and means of involvement. Sarason (1971) and Goodlad (1975) suggest
that teachers have become so accustomed to a subordinate role that
assuming a greater role in decision-making is not easily accomplished.
Teacher decision-making appears to be an important factor contributing

<

to teachers' sense-of efficacysyet our understanding-of effective—
methods of implementation is currently very limited. tL

Principal Relations. The role of the principal in influencing
teacher effectiveness has become a prominent issue as a result of the
effective schools research (Cohen, 1981). In our middle school study, "
the principal appears to.set the style and direction of the _school -
The 'different ' role conceptions of teachers wére directly reiated to
the principal's conception of the teacher's role. While this may be
due primarily to the administrator's initial selection bias in hiring
teachers, further research into the process of.principal influence on
teachers" role perceptions seems warranted.

) Another aspect of the principal's role that has implications for
teachers' sense of efficacy is the principal's control over the scarce
rewards and perquisites of teaching. ‘The principal or his designate

has some power to reduce teaching load, class size, provide equipment
and material and other support services. The way the principal chooses
to allocate resources is likely to have a significant effect on teachers'
sense of efficacy. Our study shows teachers frequently commented on
their perceptions of how eguitably the principal distributed scarce
resources,

Exosystem | .

Nature of the school distric Our interviews with teachers took
place during a very disruptive period in management-labor relations in
the district. Teachers had expected a raise based on state legislative
allocations, but the raise was denied %hgm by administrative decisions,
at the district Tevel. The impact of this action on teachers® sense of
efficacy was evident. Many teachers were very vocal about their 1oss of
motivation and their decision to reduce the1n§efforts with students in

the aftermath of the salary decision. Other pg?ies have noted the
N
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impact of district-level decisions on the stress and effect{veness of\
teachers (Bidwell and Kasarda, 1975; Cichon and Koff, 1978; Cohen, 1976).

Macrosystem

A number of our basic cultural beliefs have important implications

~ for teachers' sense of efficacy, among these are our conceptions of the

nature of the learner and the role of the teacher. Another iniportant
influence is the cultural expectations regarding the role of education
in society. )

Conceptions Qf the Learner. While teachers that we interviewed were -
able to identify and describe many of the factors that enable them to be
effective motivators of students, perhaps the most:powerful influence
is the subtle and covert conception of the 1éarner conveyed in American

s cultural ‘beljefs. As teachers talk about their students, it is evident

*

that resporisibility for success and failure is laid squarely on the

“Student, as demonstrated in the distribution of -teachers' responses to

two questions that ‘we posed asking them.to what did they attribute their
students' success and failure. See Table 1. Teachers overwhelmingly
attributed bofh success and failure to student characteristics. In the
minds of most teachers, stud=nts fail to achieve either because they are
inherently unable or because they have willfully decided not_to achieve.
Either of these conclusions is likely tosreduce teachers' efforts to
motivate these students. According’to Michael Lewis (1978), the
tendency’ to blame poor students.for their plight is deeply engrained

. in our culture. It is the mechanism by which those more fortunate

economicdlly are able to maintain their sense of self-worth. Lewis'
thesis, applied to the context of the classroom, yields insight into the
psychology of the teacher. By blaming students for their own failure
either because of weaknesses of character, that is, laziness, lack of
motivation and apathy, or lack of innate ability, the teacher is freed
from the heavy burden of being, in some sense, responsible for students'
failure. Caught up in the self-protective strategy of "blaming the
victim" to preserve their sense of professional self-worth (Ryan, 1976),
teachers fail to recognize the self-protective strategies at work among
many failing students. For the low achiever, effort becomes a "double-
edged sword" because to try and fail provides incontrovertible evidence
of-their low ability (Covington and Omelich, 1981). As long as they do
not try, they do not have to face the implications th® low ability has
for their fragile sense of self-worth. ¢

More capable others refuse-to work, because they anticipate the
futility of their efforts; perceiving themselves doomed by race and/or
poverty to a limited future, they refuse to be co-opted by a hostile
system and attempt to rise above it.by means of an open rebellion
against the norms and expectations of the system (Metz, 1978). As
pointed out by Metz, for many low-achieving males high status in their
peer group is negatively related to academic effort and classroom
cooperation. Thus, students who choose to exert academic effort risk -
not only academic failure but Toss of social status as well. Givazn
the importance of social status among students, the choice of social

status over academic success is not a difficult one for most (Bidwell, 1965).

22 .




. Table 1
s “ ’ r

,

- " Frequency and Percentage of Teachers' Attributions
. of Success and Failure to Self, Student,
and to'Se]f and Studentodointlyr

14

’ Self-5tudent
Self Student Jointly,
Attribution of succes§ 4 42 14
. ¢ 6% 70% , 23%
Attribution of failure C 40 12
) 10% 67% 20%




As Bloom (1978) and Sarason (1971) have pointed out, psychology
has lent support to the cultural beliefs that conceive of learning
ability as a highly stable trait varying widely among individuals; and
-educational research, most -notably through the _Coleman_Report (1966),
has in recent years contributed to the societal expectation that home
environment, not schooling, is the critical factor in determining
achievement. Thus, when new teachers emerge from educational institutions
determined to reach every student and meet with resistance, they have .
. culture and social science to support their contention that they should
not be held responsible. As Rist (1978) concluded ‘in his book, The
Invisible Children, the tragedy of this ready defense is it frees
teachers, and the teacher education profession as well, from having to
face the realization that they may not possess the knowledge and skills °
necessary for motivating some students. Without an admission of. this
inadequacy, no effort is made to discover more effective strategies, and
thousands of teachers simply learn to live with a low sense of efficacy
and accept complacently the fact of student failure:.

: - -y

Conclusion
Our outline of the theoretical framework of teachers' sense of ‘
efficacy and the system of interrelationships impinging on it .inevitably
oversimplifies the complexity of the dynamics involved. Teachers' sense
of efficacy provides a powerful focus for directing research and develop-_
ment efforts, because of the implications it has for student and teachgr
development; the complexity of the many variables involved cannot be
overemphaSized. Research designed to .investigate the. complex inter-
actions and interdepéndencies among these variables is needed ‘to begin
to identify the more important contributors to teachers' sense of
efficacy and effective means of increasing it. ’

Teachers' sense of efficacy is an important factor in teacher moti-

vation, but it must be recognized that other factors, for example, the
*  personal value and commitment that teaching holds for teachers,will

influence their effort as well as the incentives they feel they derive
from the profession. This can be demonstrated clearly in our data in
that teachers' sense of efficacy is generally not significantly related
to teachers' overall rating of job satisfaction or experience of stress,
or desire to choose teaching as a career, given the opportunity to choose
again. Thus, while teachers' sense of efficacy, as defined by the Rand
questions, has significant implications for the achievement test performance
of students, it is probably only indirectly implicated in the broader
question of "teacher job satisfaction. Our data suggest that salary and
work load and lack of public support and respect are probably the more .
important determinants of teachers leaving the’ profession, ,

» 1
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3 CT v .Chapter 3 . »
]
: . The, Middle School Teacher Efficacykzzaax .
L L JE U SR SRR G s T .. . N
. . : . N " Introduction n : v \\
The purpose of the middle school phase’ of the Teacher Efficacy
: Study was to begin to elaborate the cpnceptual framework for future
study of teachers' sense .0f efficacy by examining the relationship :
of school organizational’ structure and teachers'. sensé of efficacy.
Guided by the ecological perspective (Bronfenbrenner, 1976), we
.identified three major objectives for the initial phase of the Teacher
Efficacy Study: -
(1) to investigate teachers' subjective perceptions of
their teaching-effectiveness_and. the factors that R
- facilitate and inhibit their sense of efficacy, a :
through the use of open-ended questions;
(2) to search for relationships between teacher efficacy
as measured by the Rand items (see page 1 of this
report) and a variety of .school” and teacher character-
istics believed to be related to teacher efficacy:
- -a) ,school organizational differences, b) teacher job '
A ) satisfaction; c) teachér emphasis (i.e., subject matter
“ or interpersonal relationships), d) teacher stress,
: e) teacher sense of freedom, f) teachers" preference
for a particular student type, g). teacfier attributions “o .
for student failure, h):school ¢limate, and i) collegial
7 relationships; a fixed alternative  questionnaire was
’ designed to investigaté these relationships;
(3) to explore the sghool organizatiohal factors contributing
) to teacher's sense 'of efficacy through a microethnographic
study of teacher attitudes in two organizationally different
schools. ¢ T . -
P . :
For each of the three.objectives, & different methodology was
utilized. The use of the three different approaches (a type of
triangulation) was selected in an effort to increase.the validity of
our conclusions by seeking convergent results emerging across the three
- methodologies (DQPZin’ 1970). .
T UTTTTTUSinRCE this study was an attempt. Lo understand how organizationally
different schools shape characteristic patterns of teacher thought and
behavior related to their sense of efficacy, two middle schools with

major organizatjonal differences were selected: a school having a modern
middle school organization and a school having a traditional junior high -
organization. :Specifically, the two schools differed on the following

dimensions: * : . e e
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1. Interdisciplinary team versus department organization., In
the middle school, teachers and students are assigned.to a
team with four or more teachers, representing different
subject areas, senving a common group of 120-170 students.
Teachers and students' on a téam have neighboring classrooms
and share the same part of the school plant and a similar
daily schedule. _Teachers frequently plan their instruction
on a common theme for which- thereis ipterdisciplinary
planning. In addition, there is .team decision-making
regarding the students they share and their curriculum
needs. In the junior -high, teachers in the same department .
meet perijodically for curriculum planning. _Classrooms are
located in proximity by department; for example, all sixth
grade history teachers in the same wing, so that teachers
who tggch the same students are rarely in close proximity.

. 7./
2. Multi-age versus single-age grouping: In the middle school,
students remain with the same team of four teachers for three v

years and are assigned to one of these four teachers as their
homeroom teacher. and adviser for the durdtion of three years.
AT1 classes for the three years are taken with the same
teachers. Thus, in each class®there will be students at three
age levels equivalent to grades six, seven, and eight. In a
math class, for ekampTe, of 24 students, eight would bé in

the first year of middle school, eight would be in their second
year, and eight in their third year. In the junior.-high, .
students are grouped by chronological age and the number of
years in the school. -

3. Adviser<Advisge “Program versus Homeroom: In.the middle school,
’ miiti-age gro ¥ about 24 students. are assigned a Teacher-
. ~+ Adviser with whom-they meet daily for a‘25-minute class. In 2
the junior high, the first five minutes of every first period "
class is called homeroom and is used for an attendance check.

In order to highlight the organizational differences in this study, the
two schools selected were as similar as possible in other areas, including
size, racial and socioeconomic distribution of the student population and
the school community. The specific organizational differences between

the two schools are deScribed jn detail in Appendix A.

Research Rarticipants“

Teachers at the two schools were asked to spend two hours completing
a questionnaire (see Appendix B) designed to investigate, their perceptions
- of teaching. They were paid $10 each for their contribution to the study,
Approximately half of the teachers at each sthool completed.the questionnaire
(n=29 at Middle School and n=20 at Junior High). The sample consisted of 35
white female, 5 white male, 7 black female, and 2 hlack male teachers. Their
ages ranged from the early twenties to late fifties, with the majority Y.
between the-ages of 25 and 35. Since the return.rate of the questionnaire
was similar at the two schools, it was assumed that the samples were
probably equivdlent; however. generalizaticas are Timited in that teacher
participation was voluntary. . -

i
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SCHOOL ORGANIZATION AND EFFICACY: - OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS

The major intent of the questionnaire was to engage teachers in
defining the nature of their sense of efficacy through direct guestions *
about their teaching effectiveness. In this section results of the open-
ended items from the questionnaire ape presented, For these items, -
teachers' responses were typed individually on riote cards and sorted into
groups~of. similar responses; these groups were _then .jdentified according
to common characteristics and frequency -counits obtained, . e
To explore teachers® percéptions of the types of situations in which
~ they are likely to feel effectiye and ineffective and the factors that
facilitate and inhibit theip effectiveness, several different questions
were posed. A "Teaching Incidents Essay™ was obtained from the teachers
d%scribing their most and least effectiye teaching experiences: The
purpose of this item was to require .the teachers to proyide concrete in-
stances in which their feélings of efficacy were dramatically i1luminated.
In this way, we hoped to be able to specify what types of situations are
likely -to be perceived as effectiye and ineffective teaching and to what
teachers attribute their success and failure. .

: The directions for the "Teaching Incidents Essay" were worded as
’ follows:
o \\

Describe one incident from your teaching experience in which you feel
you were most effectivye, - .

First Describe the situation as it occurred at the time.
Second Wihat did you do%in the situation?

‘Third  How did you feel about the situation at the time you were -
‘ experiencing it? ¢

Fourth, Describe what you feel enabled you to be effectiye in this
T situation, . ‘

Describe one incident frcm.&our teaching experience in which you feel
you were least effective.

First Describe the situation as it occurred at the time.

=

Second What did you do in the situation?

Third How did you feel about the situation at the time you were
experiepcing it?-

Fourth Describe what you feel contributed to your ineffectiveness
' in this situation.

Fifth  How would you respond differently now; given a similar situation?

I




The Effective Situation

Teacher descriptions of the situation in which they felt most
-effective were categorized, and the frequency of occurrence of the
categories was calculated for the teachers in the two schools. The
results are reported in Table 2. Teachers' descriptions of their
most effective teaching situation focused on one of three categories:
(1) a teaching situation, (2) work with a single student or group of
students, or (3) a particularly effective, organizational structure.
Overall, the largest number of responses (40%? focused on the success-
ful teaching of academic subject matter. However, a substantial
proportion (44%) of Junior High teachers described situations which
required -handling of difficult students; this situation was mentioned
less frequently by Middle School teachers (24%). Also, 25% of the
responses from Middle School teachers focused on situations related
to the structural organization of the school, specifically, a team
taught lesson and multi-age, multi-level grouping, or individualized
instruction. ‘

The teachers' responses to the first question of the Critical
Incidents Essay suggest that teathers differ in terms of their focus
when evaluating their own effectiveness. While the majority of
teachers define their effectiveness in terms of their success in teach-
ing an academic lesson, a significant proportion of teachers define
their effectiveness in terms of coping with the problems of students,
while another group of teachers focus on the nature of the classroom
structure, defining effectiveness in terms of context. In additiefi,.”
the organizational structure of the school appears to affect teachers'
orientation in defining their effectiveness. Teachers at the Junior
High were more 1ikely to focus on the handling of difficult students
in their assessment of their own effectiveness while teachers at the
Middle School tended to focus less on handling students and more on .
teaching of subject matter.

The Ineffective Situation

In contrast to the effective situation, teacher descriptions of
situations in which they experienced their least effective teaching
fccused predominantly on students with some type of problem, either
behavioral or academic (59%) rathér than on difficulties in teaching
subject matter (20%) (See Table 3). Junior High teachers were more
“likely to cite a situation involving a group of difficult students

(47% compared to 22% at the Middle School), while Middle School .
teachers were more 1ikely to describe a situation involving a single £f
student with a problem (33% compared to 16% at the Junior High).

. These data suggest that teachers' sense of inefficacy is more

likely to be due to problems in coping with student behavior than in ’
teaching academic content. It is informative, also, to note that

only a few teachers referred to school organization or lack of

materials as an important element in the description of the teaching
situation in which they felt most inéffective. Thus, teachers seem

to perceive’that their problems in teaching are primarily problems

in handling students with difficulties.
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Table 2

Efficacy Situations
- MiddTe School Junior Figh  Total
Focus P $% & 4
Teaching - 12 50 7 39° 19 45
.Teaching of academic ‘subject 10 42 7 39 17 40
matter 7
Teaching an affective lesson 2 8 . 0 0 2 5
Student 3 24 8 44 14 33
Difficult students 2 8 4 22 6 14
Individual work with single
student with problem:
Academic problem 2 8 2 11- 4 10 *
Behavioral problem 2 8 2 11 4 10
Organization : J 6 25 318 9 22
Individualized classroom ] 4 1 6 2 5
Team taught lesson 417 1 6 5 12
Multi-age, multi-level groups ] 4 1 6 2 5
TOTAL RESPONSES 24 18 42
¢




Table 3 . ~

Inefficacy Situations

Q .
A Middle SchooT Junior High Total
Focus #y £ 4 # 9
Problem with students 15 55 12 63 27 59
Difficult group of students 6 22 9 47 15 33
Single student with problem 9 33 3 16 12. 26
Teaching of academic subject 519 4 21° 9 20 .
) matter 4o .
School organization problems ’ 4 15 3 16 7 15
Equipment and material problems 31N 0 0 3 7

TOTAL RESPONSES 27 19 ) -46

*




, Factors Contributing to Teacher Efficgéy . .
' T

In response to the question regarding what they felt contributed
2 to their ‘effectiveness in the situation in which they felt most
effective as a teacher, the teachers overwhelmingly.attributed their
success to their own personal characteristics or behaviors (69% of the
responses were of this type). Personal characteristics, such as
« creativity, flexibility, enthusiasm, and interpersonal skills, were
mentioned-most often by Middle School teachers, while effective
teaching behavior (e.g., giving students responsibility for their own
Tearning and knowing how to motivate) was mentioned most often by
Junior High teachers (See Table 4). Student characteristics, the
nature of the learning activity, and organizational factors were also
mentioned as influencing their effectiveness, but these factors were
mentioned relatively infrequently when compared with the number of
responses citing teacher personality and teaching behaviors.

Factors Contributing to Teacher Inefficacy

Table 5 reports teacher perceptions regarding the factors con-
tributing to their ineffectiveness in the situation in which they
felt most ineffective as a teacher. Consistent with the findings
indicating that teachers attribute their effectiveness to their own -
personal traits and skills, the majority of teachers attributed their
ineffectiveness to personal inadequacies (63% of the teachers'’
responses were of this type). Middle School teachers were more
likely to attribute their ineffectiveness to organizational factors
than the Junior High teachers (27% compared to 15%), while Junior
High teachers were more likely to attribute their ineffectiveness to
Students than were the Middle School teachers (18% for the Junior High
teachers in contrast to 9% for the Middle School teachers).

Facilitators and Inhibitors of Efficacy ’

~

-

Bronfenbrenner (1976) emphasized the importance of assessing the
effect of environmental forces as a critical aspect in analyses of a
system. Rdyder, Larson, and Abrams (1977) reported that 3 number of
environmental forces identified by teachers as affecting thejr class-
rooms were related to third graders' achievement test scores, the most
salient of these being perceived administrative support. To identify
factors that teachers in our sample perceived as influencing their
effectiveness, the following item was adapted from Fox et al. (1970):

Many things are 1ikely to affect orie's effectiveness as a
Middle School teacher, and these things are 1ikely to be
different for different teachers. For yourself personally,
think about what helps you to be an effective teacher and




Table 4

Factors Contributing to Teacher Efficacy

~

, Middle School  Junior High  Total
Focus $ 3 $ % 4 4

Teacher Characteristics 25 45 9 317 34 40
Teacher Behaviors 12 21 13 45 25 29

Student Characteristics ‘ 9 16 3 10 12 14
Organizational ﬁ?ctors» 5 9 2 7 7 8
Nature of the Learning Activity 4 7 2 7 6 7
Parents 1 2 0 0 1 b




Table §

Factors Contributing to Teacher Inefficacy

Focus

Mid

#

dle School

% #

Junior High

% #

Total
%

Teacher Characteristics

Lack of interpersonal skills
Lack of knowledge

Lack. of experience

tack of enthusiasm
Frustration

Expectations

Ineffective Teachers Behaviors
Organizational Factors

Time

Teacher Student ratio

Too many ‘preparations

Absence of school suspension
Lack of help from other teachers
Lack of materials

Too many stydent ability levels
Lack of administrative support
Lack of administrative discipline

Students

Parents

19
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? 3

what makes it difficult to be effective as a teacher.
List everything that you can think of that helps you
to be effective in the classroom. Then list every-
thing that you can think of that makes it difficult
for you to be effective.

My Effectivéness as a Middle School Teacher

Is facilitated by: Is made difficult by: i

T

Teachers' responses to this item were largely unexpected. The
item was included in an effort to elicit in an unstructured way the
environmental factors that facilitate and detract from effective
teaching. It was surprising to find that overall the most frequent

response to the question of facilitators of effectiveness was in

terms of teachers' personal characteristics (44%). There was some
evidence of a differential effect related to school organizational
differences, ‘however. Middle School teachers were more likely to

cite system support factors (46%) as facilitators of teaching than
their own personal characteristics (41%), while Junior High teachers
were more 1ikely to mention personal traits (49% compared to 38% for
system support factors). 1In addition, a greater percentage of Middle
School teachers (46%) identified system support factors as contributing
to their effectiveness than did Junior High teachers (38%) who were
more 1ikely to cite their own personal characteristics as facilitating
their effectiveness. Eleven percent of the total responses from
Middle School teachers cited characteristics specific to their
particular schooi structure (i.e., teams, multi-age groups, advisor-
advisee program). See Table 6.

The factors that teachers identified as making it difficult to be
a good teacher provide an interesting contrast to the factors cited
as facilitative of effective teaching. These results appear in Table 7,
Teachers' own personal characteristics were only rarely cited as
inhibiting effective teaching (10% of the total response). Lack of
system support was seen as the major contributor to ineffective
teaching in both the Middle School and the Junior High (51% of the
teachers' responses), and student characteristics were seen as the
second most influential factor contributing to ineffective teaching
(30% of the total responses). The teachers in the two schools were
very similar in their perceptions of what makes it difficult to teach
effectively.

2 ~
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Table 6

Facilitators -of Efficacy

< f . Middle School Junior High Total

_ Focus i 3 "B R R
Teacher Characteristics 74 4] 54 49 128. 44
- Personality 25 14 20 18 45 15 '
Skills. 13 7 10 9 23 7
Knowledge 10 6 8/ 7 18 6
. Attitudes 9 5 8 7 17 6
Training 4 2 1 .1 2 .6 ,
- Beliefs e, 2 1 0 0 2 .6
Experience 3 1 4 4 7 '
Personal Life 8 4 3 3 1 3
System Support 83 46 40 38 123 42
Administration 12 7 10 9 22 8
Supportive Staff . 13 7 5 5 18 6
Materials 11 6 10 9 21 7
. N Teams -, 10 6 0 0 10 3
Small classes 5 3 2 ° 2 7 2
Planning time 4 2 0 0 4 . 1
Aide 4 2 2 2 6 2 B
Good facilities 9. 5 9 9 18 6
School philosophy 2 1 0 -0 2 N
. - Same students/3 years , 2 1 < 0 0 2 .6
Multi-age grouping- 3 2 0 0g 3 1
Advisor/Advisee Program 4 2 0 0 -4 1
Workshops 0 0 2 2 2 .6
Counselors 2 1 0 0 C 2 .6
Media Center - 2 1 0 -0 2 .6
Students 15 8 1 10 26 9
- Parent Support 8 4 5 5 13 4
35 )
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Table 7
. Inhibitors of Efficacy
A S - ___._ Middle.Schoo] Junior-High— Total
- Focus # % # % # %
Lack of System Support 65 51 58 52 123 51 ‘
"Pqor administrators 0 0 6. 5 6 3 o~
. Poor coworkers 9 7 v 3 3 12 5
- S . Paperwork 9 7 8 7 17 7
Tog much work/Too little t1me 6 5 7. 6 13 5
. County . ' 4 3 0 0 4 2
Lack of planning time 6 5 7 6 13 5
Toc many students 7 5 ~ 8 7 15 6
o Lack of materials . 3 2 8 7 1 5 '
« Interruptions, distractions 4 3 2 2 6 3
Poor facilities . ' 8 6 5 4 13 5
Poor pay . 3 2 4 4 7 3
Bureaucracy 2 2 0 0 2 1
Lack of recognition 4 3 0 0 4 2
Students “ 33 2 38 3 71 30
Behavior 4T 15 13 29 12
Lack of Motivation 7 5. 11. 10 18 - 8
\ Lack of Supplies - 1 1 1 1 2 1
\Low achievement 2 2, 0 0 2 1
. Reading level 2 »2 1 1 3 1. .
Not, responsible 2 2 0 0 2 1 g
Personal problems 1 1 . % 1 2 1
SES . 1 1. 1 1 2 1
Abili Y level 1 1 4 4 5 2
I1literate 0 0 2 2 2 1
Other \ 2 2 2 2 2 4 2
Teacher Char\acteristics 14 11 8 23 10
Lack of Parent\SUpport 16 12 7 6 23 107
\
\
\
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Teacher Role Perceptions -

v
S

In conceptualiZing teachers' sense of efficacy, it is imperative .
to consider teachers' perceptions of their responsibilities. Teachers' o

sense of efficacy assumes meaning in terms -of-the roles-in-which teachers — - —
perceive themselves. For example, if a teacher assumes that her major
responsibility is to impart subject matter she is likely to have a .
different criterion of’effectiveness than the teacher who perceives her
major role as helping each child develop a sense of self-worth. To
examine the range of responsibilities that-teachers accept as part of
their role as teachers, the following questions adapted from Fox (1970)
were used to explore the variability in teachers' perceptions of their -
qu: . . A
. %
A11 of-us-have certain things about our own role performance
which we think are important. There dre “ten numbered blanks
on the page below. In the blanks, please writé ten adjectives /
or short descriptive phrases, each referring to the simple

M

statement, "As a middie school teacher, I do the following
things." ‘ .

i ' . W .
Answer as if you were giving the answers to yourself, not.ty _
somebody else. Write the answers in the order that they orcur

to you.” We .are interested in both positive and negative

aspects. Don"t worry about Togic but try to-be as clear ‘as

possible. Write each descriptive word or phrase as rapidly

as possible. Your first impressions are goo% enough. T :

.

AS A'MIDDLE SCHOOL TEACHER I DO THE FOLLOWING THINGS:

)

,
» L]
2

The teachers' responses to this question were sorted and categorized;
the frequencies with which the responses occurred are reported for Middle
School and Junior High in Table 8. The results were surprising in that
there was a great deal of variety in the teachers' responses, and
traditionally accepted role responsibilities, like evaluation and design
of curriculum, were relatively uncommon responses. The most frequent
response occurring in 51 percent of the questionnaires was a reference
to classroom management. The second most frequent response was instruction-
or helping students learn subject matter, while experiencing positive
and negative affect were the next most common responses of the teachers.

~  Other role responsibilities mentioned by at least one-third of the sample
were motivate, plan, help students emotionally, and listen.

(3
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Table 8 ‘\\

Teacher Role Perception Categories

"Middle School Jdunior High  Total
Categories N % % # %
Manage Classroom 14 48, 38 25 51
Instruct/Help students learn 1n 38 65 24 49
, subject matter ‘

Experience positive affect 14 48 40 22 45
Experience negative affect 12 41~ 45 2i 43
’ ’ 10, 34 45 - 19 . 39

11 38 7 35 18 38 )

Help students emotionally 12 41 6 30 Jg‘ 36
' . 12 M@ 25 177 35

" Adapt teaching to students' 5 17 50 . 15 3
ability/individualize :

Grade (evaluate) ) 9" 3] 4 20 13 27
Work with colleagues 8 28 4 20 12 7
* Understand 8 28 4 20 12 24
Establish -personal relationship 12 4] 0 0. 12 24
with students

o 8 28 315 11 2

Work with parents 5+ 17 6 30. 11 22
Work hard , 9. 31 17 5 10 20
-4 14 3 15 7 14’

:leach responsibility 4 14 3 15 7 14
Keep records 3710 4 20 7 14
Act as a role model 7 24 0 0 7 14
Help students learn social skills 2 6 4+ 20 6 12




1

€
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~ OF greatest interest are the responses distinguishing the two
_ schools. Divergent emphases emerge from a comparison of the teachers'
+responses: teachers at Middle School clearlyplace a greater emphasis
on 1interpersonal “interaction with students{' e.g., 41% of the Middle o
School teachers mentioned “"establishing personal velationships with
students.," while this response did not occur at all among teachers at
-Junior+High. Twenty-four percent of the ‘Middle School teachers cited
"Act as.a role model," while this response never occurred in the
.responses of the Junior High teachers. Care was mentioned by 28% of
the Middle School teachers and by 15% of the teachers at dunior High.
" In contrast, 65% at Junior Highﬁresponded,“instructs or helps students
_tearn. subject matter" in comparison with only 38% of Middle School-
- teachers. Another interesting difference was that only 7% of the
Middle School teachers mentioned ‘adapt teaching to students' ability
.level" compared to 35% at Junior High. This finding, is intriguing, v
because structural differences in the schools, specifically, multi-
age grouping at Middle School, suggest that adapting, teaching to ability
Tevel would be a more pervasive problem at Middle School, yet teachers
there are apparently not as concerned wigh this respensibility as
teachers at Junior High. Of interest also is ‘Middle School's high
percentage (31%) of teachers who .responded that they, "work hard" in

A )

comparison with only 5% of the Junior High teachers. .

L
4 t

Summary and Implications for Teachers' Sense of E?ficacy

The analysis of the teachers' responses tg the open-ended items
of the questionnaire indicated teachers diffefed in terms of their focus
| when they evaluated their own effectiveness. The majority of teachers
focused on the teaching of subject matter, but about a third focused on
working effectively.with a student or students with special probiems.
Teachers at the Junior High were more Tikely to focus on students
in defining their effectiveness than were the Middle School teachers.-
The reason for schogl and teacher differences -in the focus:for evaluating
teaching effectiveness is an important question that needs examination -
to increase our understanding of teachers' perceptions of their sense
of efficacy. . .
When teachers were asked to describe the teaching situation in . {
which they felt most ineffective, they focused prima~ily on their
inability to cope with a difficult student or students. Asked about =
the factors contributing to their effectiveness and ineffectiveness in
the specific situations in which they considered themselves most and
least effective, most teachers attributed both ‘their success and their
failure to their own personal characteristics, with a relatively small
minority attributing their ineffectiveness to school organizational
factors or students. On the surface, this result seems tq conflict with
the teachers' responses to the more general question of facilitators
and inhibitors of effectiveness. While the teachers did tend to respond
with personal characteristics to the question of facilitators, they
responded primarily with system characteristics when asked to list
.factors contributing to their ineffectiveness. The teachers’ emphasis
on the importance of ‘their own personal characteristics in determining

Y




their teaching effectiveness is especially informative regarding teachers'
perceptions of teaching effectiveness, since this particular item was
selected for inclusion in the questionnaire-because it was assumed
that it was asking teachers to identify environmental or system factors

. influencing effectiveness. The fact that the majority of teachers
responded with personal characteristics rather than environmental factors
on the question of facilitators but not on the question of inhibitors

.. raises an important question for the conceptualization of teachers' sense

- of efficacy. It suggests the possibility of the need for a two-factor

theory of teachers' sense of efficacy similar to Herzberg's two-factor

theory of job satisfaction (Herzberg, 1966; Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman,
1959). J :
*
From responses from accountants and engineers, Herzberg concluded
that the factors contributing to job, satisfaction differed from the
. factors accounting for job dissatisfaction. Workers reported feeling
’ satisfaction as a result of achievement, recognition, responsibility,
advancement, and other aspects of the job that related to the nature of
the work itself, while job dissatisfaction arose from negative aspects of
¢ the work environment, for example, salary, working.conditions, administra-
] tors, and administration policy and relationships with supervisors. Absence
*of the dissatisfiers did not insure job satisfaction, only the absence
of job dissatisfaction. Presence of specific satisfiers was essential
for fee]ings of job satisfaction. .

Similarly, the teachers in our sample typically mentioned environ-
mental factors, for example, administrators, lack of materials, poor
facilities, students, as contributing to feelings of inefficacy, and only

v rarely mentioned personal characteristics, while a majority of the teachers
; ’ referred to aspects of personal competence as facilitating their effective-
ness. Herzberg argued for the presence of two independent dimensions of
Jjob satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. The data obtained from teachers
in this study suggest tHat efficacy may need to be conceptualized in a
similar fashion; that is, efforts to increase job satisfaction by
influencing the "dissatisfiers," e.g., smaller classes, better administra-
tor-teacher relations, fewer interruptions, will not in themselves increase

- feelings of effectiveness; only as teachers experience greater success in
the classroom and greater personal.effectiveness will their feelings of
efficacy improve. Reducing the dissatisfiers, and thus relieving
débilitating frustration and stress, may have the indirect effect of
providing the opportunity.for teachers. to experience a greater sense of
personal competence.

This interpretation is useful also in explaining the observation
that teachers focused on student problems when asked about tiie situation
in which they felt most ineffective. According to a two-factor theory
of teachers' sense of efficacy, teachers would experience a sense of
inefficacy when confronted with students they felt they could not influence
or with difficult system constraints, large classes, excessive paperwork,
lack of materials, etc., but, given positive system supports and ""good"
students, they would not feel effective unless ‘they felt success in
achieving academic goals. .

(W §
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In our comparison of role perceptions of teachers at the Middle
School with those’of the Junior High teachers, the school differences
* were dramatic. Middle School teachers were much more likely to refer
to affective concerns, "establishing a personal relationship, listening,
helping students emotionally, caring, acting as a role model," than
Junior High teachers who focused predominantly on the role of "instructor
of subject matter." This difference suggests that schools may vary
. significantly in terms of their teachers' perceptions of role
? ) responsibilities, and, consequently, differ in the dimensions in terms
of which teachers evaluate their efficacy. It appears that teachers
at the Middle School in this study feel a greater press to evaluate
themselves in terms of theii effectiveness at establishing personal
relationships with students than teachers at the Junior High, which
may account for the fact that many more teachers at the Middle School
feel’ they "work hard" in comparison to teachers at the Junior High.
At the Middie School there seems to be a powerful school norm emphasizing
affective’ objectives which is not present at the Junior High. The
schoo® culture provides a context within which the teacher evaluates
personal competence. Consequently, teachers at Middle School would be
more likely to consider their competence in achieving affective goals
with students when they consider their sense of efficacy than teachers
at the Junior High. Thus, in attempting to understand teachers' sense
of efficacy and the factors influencing it, it is important to consider
~ the impact of the school culture and the teacher competencies that are
T . particularly valued at the school in order to understand the dimensions
on which teachers base their sense of efficacy. The results of this
study provide evidence of the.variability among teachers in the rdles
they consider integral to the position of ‘teacher and the differences P
"that different schools ascribe to various roles: thus, the context Tm oy
in which teachers evaluate themselves will be crucial to their Jjudgments.
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Teacher Streés_

-

Teacher stress and burnout have been prominent topics in discussion
of teaching in recent years. Kyriacou (Kyriacou & Sutcliffe, 1977)
defined teacher stress as ,

Qa response by a teacher of negative affect (such as anger,
anxiety, or depression) accompanied by potentially pathogenic
physiological changes (such as increased heart rate, or release
of adreaocorticotrophic hormone into the bloodstream) as a
result of the demands made upon the teacher in his role as
a teacher. (p. 299) .

A number of factors have been identified as contributing to teacher
stress: *

the degree of role conflict or role ambiguity involved,

the degree to which the teacher perceives that he is unable
-to meet the demands made upon him,

the degree to which the teacher’s ability to meet the demands
is impaired by poor working conditions, .

the degree to which the demands are new or unfamiliar, and

the degree to which the teacher ig already experiencing stress
resulting from sources outside his role as a teacher.
(Kyriacou & Sutcliffe, 1977, p. 299)

— — —
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3
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The second factor, “"the degree to which the teacher perceives that he is

unable to meet the demands made upon him," seems to be conceptually similar
to teachers' sense of inefficacy. Thus, it is reasonable to propose that
teachers' sense of efficacy affects teacher stress. To the extent that .
teachers feel confident that they are having a positive impact on student
lTearning, teacher stress should. be reduced. However, the evidence indicating

< other factors, for example, inadequate salary and excessive clerical work
(McLaughlin & Shea, 1960; Rudd & Wiseman, 1962),also contribute to teacher
Stress suggests that teachers' sense of efficacy is not the sole determinant
of teacher stress.

In addition, the effect is likely to be reciprocal. 1In as much as
emotional arousal can affect self-efficacy, as evidenced by Bandura's
(1977) research;‘a negative emotional state, that is, teacher:stress,"
attributable to environmental factors, will eventually affect the teachers'
sense of personal competence. For example, teachers may begin to feel,
"How effective can I be when I am paid so poorly?" or "How can I be effective
when I'm given such large classes to teach?" or "Since the principal never
acknowledges my effectiveness, I must not be very effective."

Evidence suggests that a large prdportion of eachers are disillusioned <.
with teaching; for example, Sparks (1979) reported that 46% of the teachers
he questioned were dissatisfied with teaching and would not choose it as a !
career, if they had it to do over again. Inability to deal with the
stresses that teaching imposes is 1ikely to be a major contributor to this
-dissatisfaction on the part:of many teachers. Thus, stress is certain to

A<
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be an important variable to be considered among the factors contributing
to a teacher’s sense of efficacy. .

To explore the sources of stress in teaching and teachers' methods
of coping, we asked teachers to’complete the fo]lowing two items:

I feel excessive stress as a teacher when

People have a variety of approaches to dealing with stress.
. Describe what you do when you feel stress from teaching.

Like Lortie (1975), we found that "troublesome students" (consisting
of 37% of the stresses identified by, the sample of teachers) and "time
pressures" (24%) were the greatest stresses for teachers (See Table 9).
However, school differences in the extent to which students were reported
as “"stressors” are notable. Only 28% of Middle School teachers' responses
identified students as a source of stress compared to 52% of Junior High
teachers. Even more interesting is the fact that only 7% of the Middle
School teachers mentioned unmotivated students as a stressor in contrast
to 24% of the Junior High teacher responses.

Teachers were very similar in their responses to the second item.
(See Table 10). However, Junior High teachers were somewhat more likely
to respond that they get upset or accept the situation (20% of the Junior
High teachers compared to 6% of the Middle School teachers),-while the
Middle School teachers were more likely to respond that they try to solve
the problem (3% of the Junior High teachers compared to 16% of the Middle
School teachers).
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Takle 9

Teacher Stressors

Middle School Junior High Total
# % # % # %
Students 12 28 13 52 25 37
Disruptive students 9 21 7 28 16 24
Unmotivated students 3 7 6 24 9 13
Too much to do and too Tittle time 8 19 8 32 16 24
Paper work 6 14 0 0 6 9
Iradequate support sysfem con 5 iz 13 4 6 9
machinery, material, adminfistration .
Grade papers ° 3 7 0 0 3
Apathetic parents ) 2 5 0 0 2 3
Sel inadequacies 2 5 10 4 3 4
Large classes and varying abilities 1 .2 1 4 2 §
Other 4 9 1 4 5 7
o8




Table 10
3

Teacher Coping Strategies

Middle School  Junior High  Total |\
A [ A [

Focus i A 7 % # b

Recreate 12 24 8 23 20 o8
Get away from situation 10 20 8 23 18 21
Try to solve problem 4 "8 16 39 1 '
Talk to others ) 5 10 3 9 8

Talk to other teachers 5 10 3 9 8

Get upset 2 4 4 11 6

Accept the situation 1 2 o3 9 4
Professional activity 1 2 2 6 2

Other 6 12 "2 6 8

"
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SCHOOL ORGANIZATION AND EFFICACY: THE FIXED-ALTERNATIVE QUESTIONS

The purpose of the fixed-alternative questions was to (1) search
for relationships between teachers® sense of efficacy and other variables
considered to be related to effective teaching and (2) to investigate the
relationship between school organization and sense of efficacy. In the
next sections the specific variables of interest in the search for
relationships that may provide insight into the processes by which
teachers' sense of efficacy influences student achievement are discussed.

3

School Climate and Teachers' Sense of Efficacy

A number of important research studies have appeared recently to
challenge the Coleman et al. (1966) and Jencks et al. (1972) conclusion
that schools do not make a differgnce in the lives of children of °
poverty. These studies emerged from a variety of different perspectives |
and methodologies and, yet, are consistent in their results. That is,
the everall climate of the school has a significant impact on students’
learning. When this climate is supportive of student achievement,
student gains in learning are very likely, irrespective of the socio-
economic level of the students.

Brookover and his colleagues. (Brookover, Gigliotti, Henderson, &
Schneider, 1973; Brookover, Schweitzer, Schneider, Beady, Flood, &
Wisenbaker,1978 ) have conducted a series of studies that suggest that
the negative effects of low SES on school achievement can be overcome
if the school climate fosters high academic expectations in students
and a sense of academic success. Following a study of relationships
between teacher and student perceptions of climate, Ellett and Masters
(1978) concluded that an educationally effective school climate wili
vary as a result of differing combinations of organizationdl, inter-
personal and :socio-psychological factors. Thus, a variety of different
school climate configurations could be associated with high student
achievement.

A major research endeavor in Gredt Britain has substantiated U.S.
findings regarding school climate. Rutter, Maughan, Mortimore, Ouston,
& Smith (1979) reported that students' achievement was related to the
overall "ethos" or climate of the school. Specificaily, the degree of
academic emphasis, the availability of incentives, the extent to which
students were given responsibility, teachers' expectations about
students' work, and the feedback students received about their work
provided a cumulative effect that combined to create the school ethos.
Like E1lett and Masters, Rutter.et al. concluded that it was not a
single specific style or set of behaviors that constituted an effective
school climate but a quality of 1ife that pervaded the environment and
was composed of different specific factors in different school contexts.

, A number of teacher factors of school climate have been found to
relate to school achijevement, specifically, colleague relationships
(C11ett & Masters, 1977) and teacher present evaluations-expectations of




students and teacher perception of student academic improvabiiity
(Brookover et al., 1978). The differences in the organizational structures
of the two middle schools in this study, that.is, multi-age grouping and
team teaching, were expected to influence schooq climate. To investigate
the relationships among school organization, climate, and teachers' sense
of efficacy, the three school climate factors id@ntified above were
assessed. Colleague relations were measured by a subscale_of the School
Survey (Ellett & Masters, 1977); see Appendix B, |items 61-66. Teacher
present evaluations-expectations were assessed using a subscale of

the school climate instrument developed by Brookover and his colleagues;
see Appendix B, items 40-44. Teacher perceptions of student improvability
werealso assessed using a subscale developed by Brookover and associates, .,
see Appendix B, items 45-49, : .

Cohen (1979) reported that schoolqorganizatioﬁ can affect the degree
of intergroup conflict; to determine if mul ti-age g¥ouping and team
teaching are related to reduced conflict and teacher sense of efficacy,
questions from Deslonde's Multicultural Social Climate Scale (Cohen, 1979)
were included in the teachers' questionnaire (see ApFendix B, items 50-60).

% i

|
Job Satisfaction and Teachers' Sense of Efficacy

The teacher's general satisfaction with teaching was expected to
have a reciprocal relationship with sense of efficacy. Unfortunately,
there seems to be a rather general dissatisfaction of teachers with
teaching (Lortie, 1975). Research on job satisfaction offers some clues
as to why teaching is not perceived as a highly satisfying occupation.
From an extensive review of research.on the 'determinants of job
satisfaction, Vroom (1964) concluded that factors most conducive to
Jjob satisfaction include "high pay, substantial promotional opportunities,
considerate and participative supervision, an opportunity to interact
with one's peers, varied duties, and a high degree of control over
work and methods and work pace" (p. 173). As Lortie (1975) aptly
demonstrated, teaching offers 1ittle in these areas. \

Research on job satisfaction has consistently shown that workers'
Jjob satisfaction is positively associated with the extent 'to which they
participate in decision-making (Hornstein, Callahan, Fisch, & Benedict,
1968; Meyer & Cohen, 1971). However, Vroom (1964) demonstkated that
the importance of participation in decision-making to job satisfaction
is dependent upon the participant’s personality. Participation in
decision-making was most positively related to job satisfaction and .
performance of persons high in need for independence and low in
authoritarianism (r = .55) and less positively related for individuals
Tow in need for independence and high in authoritarianism (r=.13).

Vroom (1964) argued ‘that job satisfaction is a function \of the
joint effects of work role and personality variables, especiailly
motivation; this relationship becomes particularly complex in,estimating
teachers' job satisfaction as a result of lack of consensus o% the
nature of the teaching role and the specific contextual constraints on
the role as a result of various organizational expectations.

<

47

"
oo




The complexity of the relationship is compounded by considering the
element of effort. Lortie (1975) pointed out that highly involved and
comnitted older, unmarried women were relativeiy dissatisfied with
teaching; thus, high effort and commitment in the context of inadequate
rewards may be associated with lower levels of satisfaction and,
concomitantly, sense of efficacy. . '

One-particularly salient feature of the teacher's role for a
consideration of job satisfaction and sense of efficacy, emerging from
both Jackson's *(1968) and Lortie's (1975) study of teachers, is the
uncertainty regarding effectiveness. Lortie reported that this aspect
of the teacher's work evoked more emotion than any other he studied.
In fact, questioning teachers about their effectiveness led to such
emotional “flooding" that Lortie was forced to rephrase his Guestion
in gentler terms. He wrote:

Thus a seemingly simple Question on problems of
evaluating progress unleashed a torrent of feeling and
frustration; one finds self-blame, a sense of inadequacy,
the bitter taste of failure, anger at the students, despair,

+and other dark emotions. The freedom to assess one's own
work is no occasion for joy; the conscience remains .
unsatisfied as ambiguity, uncertainty, and 1ittle apparent
change impedz the flow of reassurance. Teaching demands,
it seems, the capacity to work for protracted periods

, without secure knowledge that one is having any positive

effect on students. Some find it difficult to maintain
their self-esteem. (p. 144)

This tormented sense of uncertainty must be a significant concern
in identifying factors related to sense of efficacy. For example, how
do teachers cope with the uncertainty in a way that enables them to
maintain a sense of efficacy? One of the paradoxical functions of
teachers' support groups, according to Lortie, is to help each other
deal with feelings of self-doubt when confronted with the impossibility
of fulfilling the formal goals of the profession and institution.

Within the context of the discussion of the relative dissatisfaction
of teachers with teaching, it is important to recognize that there
. appears to be no consistent relationship between job performance and
job satisfaction. In fact, current research fundings "conclusively
reject" the hypothesis of job satisfaction as a causal determinant of
Job performance and offer only moderate support for performarice as a
determinant of satisfaction (Greene, 1975, p. 252). Greene contends
that a more complex relationship obtains: ‘It is reward not satisfaction
that directly affects performance. How sense of efficacy would be
implicated in this relationship is not inmediately evident. To attempt
to derive some preliminary evidence regarding the relationship of
teacher job satisfaction to sense of efficacy, teachers were asked to
descr;be some of their feelings about teaching (see Appendix A, items
29-39). -
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Results

School Differences

School means for the teachers' responses to the questionnaire items
are presented in Table 1. A comparison of the distribution of responses
from the two schools, using chi-square analysis (see Table 12), indicated
that the Middle School teachers considered teaching more important to
them than the Junior High teachers (5?=6.14, p<.05) and were morg 1ikely
to choose teaching again, if they had a chance to do it again (x“=7.69,
p <.01). The differences in teacher stress reported at the schools was
not statistically significant (x2=3,65, p>.60).

Since the responses for some of the items provided more than simple
nominal data and were at least ordinal in nature, the more powerful
Wilcoxin test was used to examine differences in distributions of teacher
response patterns for those items. Results of this analysis (see Table
13) indicate that Middle School teachsrs were more satisfied with
teaching than Junior High teachers (x¢=3.85, p<.05).

Coefficient alpha calculated for the Brookover et al. (1979),
Cohen (1979), and School Survey (ET1ett & Masters, 1977) school climate
items was .61, .84, and .59, respectively. It was concluded that these
coefficients were sufficiently high to warrant use of a total score for
each. One-way analysis of variance indicated that Middle School teachers
had higher expectations of academic success for their students (F= 6.18,

p<.05). Middle School teachers reported more difficulties with collegial

relations than did Junior High teachers (F=8.24, p<.01). No’significant
differences in student intergroup conflict (Cohen, 1979) were detected.

Of most interest for the purposes of this study, there was a trend
approaching significance, indicating that Middle School teachers had a
higher sense of efficacy than Junior High teachers, measured by their
total score on the Rand Efficacy items, F(1, 46)=2.82, p <.10. While
the school effect on teachers' sense of efficacy failed to attain
statistical significance, the fact that Middle School teachers did
have higher mean scores on both efficacy items may be suggestive of the
need for further investigation of the relationship between school
organization and teacher's sense of efficacy. It is possible that the
skew and 1imited variability (M=8.66, SD=1.51) may have restricted the
possibility of discovering real differences in teachers' sense of
efficacy due to school differences. Response distributions for the
two efficacy items for each school are presented in Table 14. Exam-
ination of this table reveals that 5G6% of the Middle School teachers
scored 8 or above compared to 30% of Junior High teachers, and, in
contrast, 32% of Middle School teachers scored 6 or less compared to
55% of Junior High teachers. These data suggest that there may be real.
school differences in efficacy that a larger sample and a more reliable
(Tonger) instrument might well be able to detect. :

Teachers' responses to the item asking for attribution of respon-
sibility for student failure also suggested a potentially important
difference between the teachers in the two schools, though statistically
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» ‘ Table 11 ‘\\\ , ‘
School Means and Standard Deviations for Quest{?nnaire Data
Item- Number N Mean SD \ Min. Max.
\ r A
Efficacy 1 Middle School. 28  3.43 96 2 5
Junior High 20 2.95 1,15 \i 5
Efficacy 2 Middle School 29 3.76 9 20 5
Junior High ., 20  3.50 .79 2 . 5
26. Stress Middle School 29 3.3 1.0 1 \{ 5
Junior High 20 310 1L} 0 5
29. Satis- Middle School 29 2.21 82 -1 \4
faction!  Junior High 20 2,95 1.9 1 5
30. Teaching  Middle School 29 3.97  1.30 1 7
as Life Junior High 20 3.55 1.64 2 7
Interest S \
33. MWork? Middle School 29 1.41 .50 1 2
Junior High * 20  1.70 .57 2 3
34. Freedom Middle School- 29  6.14 87 4 -7 \
o Juniof High 20 . 6.05 1.05 3 7 \
. 37. Importance® Middle-School 29  1.52 .51 1 2 N
of Teaching Junior High 20 1.90 .55 ] 3
38. Assessing Middle School 29 1.38 .49 1 2 |
Teaching®  Junior High 20, 1.60 .60 1 ; 3 \
40- SBrookover® Middle School 29 23.86 4.10 15 35 \
49 Junior High 20 26.65 3.47 20, 33 \\
50- Cohen® Middle School 29 41.52 7.08 17 51
60 Junior High 20 43.65 8.04 26 56 ~ :
61- Colleague. Middle School 29 14.79 2.51 10 i8
2,07 1 18

66 Relations’ Junior High 20 16.75

1) ower score indicates greater satisfaction. ,

2The lower the score, the harder the teacher feels s/he works.

The Tower the number, the:more important teaching is to the teacher.

The higher the number, the more difficult the teacher feels it is to
assess teaching.

5The lower the score, the higher the teacher expectation. for student
success. ¢

6The higher the score, the greater the school cultural conflict.

7Higher score indicates better colleague relations.
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Table 12 .-

Chi-square Tests of School Differences

Ttem A xe  df D

Efficacy 1 4,10 4 .39
Efficacy 2 2.71 3 .44
Total Efficacy Score 3.07 7 .33
Training 1.83 2 .40
Elementary Degree : 21 1 .65
Secondary Degree 1.34 1 .24
iliddle School Degree 2.46 1 2
Willingness to be observed .44 1 .51
Willingness to attend workshop: 1.64 1 .20
Willingness to serve as consultant 2.02 1 .16
26. . How stressful is teaching? 3.65 5 .60
29. How satisfied are you with teaching 8.68 4 .07
30. - Teaching as % of total 1ife interests 9.89 6 13
31. Teaching Emphasis/Warmth or tlork - .36 2 .84
32. Type of Student Preferred 5.27 , 3 .15
Type of Student Preferred--2nd Choice 2.63 4 .62

33. How hard do you work? 3.64 2 .16
34. How free are you in your work? 3.90 4 .42
37. How important is teaching to you? 6.14 | 2 .05
35. To what do you attribute student fajlure 5.60 3 .13
38. How difficult is it to assess teaching? 2.48 2 .29
39. Would you choose teaching again? 7.69 1 .01




Table 13

Wilcoxin Tests of School Differences-

- o
N ’ Item 2(_2 df ]
Efficacy 1 . 1.93 1. .16
» Efficacy 2 .97 1 . .32
29. How satisfied are you w1th teaching? 3.85 1 .05
30. How hard do you work? 2.30 1 .13
31. How important is teaching to you’ 3.89 1 .05
. \
]
\ ’
‘ < o Table 14
Distribution of Efficacy Responses by School
3 [ 5 6 7 8 g 10

School # % £ 4 £ % & .9 4 % 4.4 4 % 4 g

Middle 0 0 . 2 7 0 0 7 25 5 18 11 39 2 7 1 4
School : ’ '

Junioy, 1 5 1 5§ 3 15 6 30 3 15 4 20 2 10 0. 0
High




-

significant differences were not detectable. The item appeared on the
questionnaire as follows:
‘When my students fail to learn a']esson.that I have taught,
their failure is probably due to -

Responses were categorized as either an attribution to self (e.q., —
.1 wa’s not prepared; I failed to present the lesson adequately) or to :
students (e.g., students were not listening, they lacked the ability;.

they were not motivated) or to both student and self. From Table 15,

it can be seen that Middle School teachers ware much less Tikely than

Junior High teachers to blame students for their failure. .

Efficacy -

Comparison of the distributions of the teachers' scores on the -

two Rand efficacy items using chi-square analysis indicated that the
two items do not appear to be measuring the same construct {x2=11.11, p<.52),
and consequently, analyses of the response patterns for efficacy and j
the other items on the questionnaire were carried out for -each efficacy
item separately. These results appear in Table“16 and 17. ,Results
indicgte a relationship between trainipg and scores on Rand Efficacy item

» (x"=16.56, p .03); that is, teachers with training beyond the-
Bachelors degree are more likely to score higher on Efficacy, as measured
by Rand item 1. This result, however, did not hold for Efficacy item 2.
Teachers: with high scores on Rand Efficacy 2 were more likely to
agree to serve as a consultant to the Efficacy project than teachers with
Tow scores (x°=8.14, p<.04). Teachers' preferences for different types
of studénts were associated with their scores on Rand Efficacy item 2.
-(x6=21.21; p<.01). There was a trend indicating a poEentia] relation-
ship'between‘teﬁcher Jjob satisfaction and efficacy«(x4=20.12, p<.06),
as measured‘by Rand efficacy item 2. .

o Discussion

3

Middle School teachers considered teaching to be more important to
them than did Junior High teachers. The Middle School teachers also
‘reported that they were more satisfied with teaching and were more
Tikely to choose teaching as a career, if they had a chance to do it
again. In addition. the Middle School teachers had high expectatjons of .
academic success for their students and tended to have a higher sense of
.efficacy.. While & selection bias or some factor other than school
structure, per se, may account for these positive resuits, they warrant
© further study. .

Teachers' responses to the question of their perceptions of their
role demonstrate dramatically that the Middle School teachers perceive
their teaching responsibilities differently than the Junior High teachers.
Clearly, the Middle School teachers are more concerned with their students®
affective development than the Junior High teachers. The Middle School

v
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Table 15

Teachers® Attribution of Responsibility for Failure

‘Middle Schoo'

dunior High - Total

$ 4 3 # 4
Self 12 4 730 19 38
‘Student 4 14 7 35 11 22
Self and Student TP 7 35 16 32
" Other 4 14 0 0 4 8
L.
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Table 16
Chi-square Tests of Relation Betweéen
Efficacy (Item 1) and Other Teacher Attitudes
Item 2 df «
X ]

Efficacy 2 11.11 12, .52
Training 16.56 8 / .03
Elementary Degree . 3.83 4 , .43 .
Secondary Degree , 3.22 4 // .52
Middle School Degree 3.17° 4 .53
[li11ingness to be observed / 3.1 4 .54
Nillingness to attend workshop 1.53 4 .82
Hillingness to serve as consultant 6.14 4 .19
26. How stressful is teaching? | 11.81 20 .92
29. How satisfied are you with teaching 18.39 16 .30
30. Teaching as % of total 1ifé interests 16.49 24 .87
31. " Teaching emphasis/warmth or work 8.97 8 .35
32. Type of student preferred - 9.93 12 .62 ¢

Type of student preferred:-2nd choice 11.15 16 .80
33. How hard do you work? X 2.16 8 .98
34. How free are you in your ‘work?. 20.47 * 16 .20
37. How important is teaching to you?, 4.62 8 , .80
38. How difficult is it to assess teaching? 6.98 8 .54
39. Hould you choose teachiqg again? . 2.42 4 - .66




Table 17

Chi- saugre Tests of Re]at1on Between
Efficacy (Item 2) and Other Teacher Attitudes

Item 5? df jo

Efficacy 1 , 11.11 12 .52
Training . .69 6 .99
Elementary Degree . 1.96 3 .58
Secondary Degree .80 3 .85
Middle School Degree 4.16 3 24
Willingness to be observed 5.24. 3 .16
“Willingness to attend workshop ) .93 + 3 .82
Hillingness to serve as consultant 8.14 3 .04
26. How stressful is teaching? 21.76 15 1
29. How satisfied are you with teaching? 20.12 12 .06
“30. Teaching as % of total life interest 21.24 18 .27
31. Teaching emphasis/warmth or work 12.04 6 .06
32. Type of student preferred 21.21 9 .01
Type of student preferred--2nd cho1ce 17.52 12 .13

33. How hard do you work? 6.72 6 .35
34. How free are you in your viork? 6.76 12 .87
37. How important is teaching to you? 8.84 6 .18
38.. How difficult is it to assess teaching 8.14 6 .23
39. - Would you choose teaching again? 3.13 3 .37
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teachers' report of greater satisfaction in teaching than the Junior High
teachers may be related to the difference in perception of their teaching.
role. Jackson (1968) and Lortie (1975) among others have noted that
teachers tend to derive their rewards and satisfactions in teaching from
their role in the total development of the individual student. The
Middle School emphasis on affective goals and long-term relationships of
students and teachers over a three-year span may give a greater sense

of effectiveness by virtue of their being able to observe their contri-
bution to students' development over an extended period. The rapid

and significant changes that students undergo during the middle school
years may intensify teachers' feelings of effectiveness, when teachers
are given the opportunity to participate in this growth from the students'
entrance into middle school until their exit three years later.

Experimental research that investigates the potential impact of
prolonged exposure of teacher and student over more than the year of
traditional teacher-student assignment might reveal that teachers' job
satisfaction would increase as a function of being able to see students'
long-term growth. With a longer association, teachers may become more
assured that they are indeed having an impact on their students' Tives.

The finding of difficult collegial relations among the middle school
teachers was not unexpected. Draud (1977) reported a similar finding in
his comparison of middle and junior high schcol teachers. Brookover
and Lezotte (1977) noted that conflict among school staff may be
indicative of a creative, committed group of professionals. In their
study of team organization, Cohen, Bredo, and Duckworth (1976) concluded
that the way teams work together influences job satisfaction. While,
in most cases, teaming led to higher freguency of teacher interaction
and job satisfaction; this was not true of all teams. They attributed
differences in team satisfaction to the nature of team teaching tasks
ard the quality of teacher interactions on the team. Results of a study
by Arikado and Musella (1973) suggest an intriguing hypothesis that may
be pertinent to the findings of this study. They found that teachers
in leaderless teams reported greater job satisfaction than teams with
formal leaders. Tentative evidence derived from interviews. with
teachers in this study suggests that the status of team leader may create
dissatisfaction among team teachers. Further work is needed to explore
the processes that are conducive to conflict resolution and facilitative
team relationships.

In conclusion, the results of this study suggest that the middle
school with its team organization and affective orientation may have
potential for improving teacher job satisfaction. In 1ight of the
transiticn to middie schools that many junior high schools are currently
undergoing, it would be advisable to conduct comparative studies of
teacher attitudes prior to and following such transitions to determine
if the positive results obtained in this study are consistent outcomes
of a middle school organization. In the context of such research, it
would be useful tc design quasi-experimental transition studies that
could examine the impact of specific components of middle school
organization on specific aspects of job satisfaction in order to increase
our understanding of the processes that contribute to positive school
climate and teachers' sense of efficacy. - .




SCHOOL ORGANIZATION AND TEACHERS' SENSE
OF EFFICACY: A -MICROETHNOGRAPHY

‘Introduction

The purpose of this ethnographic study of the two organization-
ally different middle schools was to explore the relationship of school
organization to teachers' attitudes toward their work, especially their
sense of efficacy. Organizational features, such as the arrangement of
teachers, students, and administrators in time and space, the division -
of labor and leadership, and the tasks to be performed within their
incumbent roles and responsibilities, contribute to the unique shape of
the participants' experience, attitudes, and behaviors within a school.
The way in which teachers' professional lives differ in response to
differences in school structure may have important implications for
their sense of efficacy. Consequently, the fundamental question to be
addressed by this reseafch was: How do teachers' attitudes differ in
organizationally different schools, especially in terms of their sense
of efficacy, and how can these differences be explained by the vari-
ations iin school organization?

Methodology -

- The exploratory nature of this research task required a method-
ology capable of examining teaching and its contextual determinants in
a way that would be useful in generating hypotheses for directing further
research and theory building. To provide useful insights into the
processes by which school organization influences teacher thought and
action, a methodology was required that ‘has the capacity to-go beyond
merely describing what teachers do and what teachers believe in each
school. A methodology was needed that would allow the researcher to
describe ". . .the complex meaning systems people use to organize their
behavior, to understand themselves and others and to make sense out of
the world in which they 1ive" (Spradley, 1980, p. 5). Because of its
usefulness for these purposes, ethnography was chosen as the appropriate
methodology for this study. ‘

Consisting of an in-depth analysis of four teachers' perceptions
of their professional lives, as they were influenced by school organi-
zation, this research qualifies as a microethnography, focusing as it
does on only one aspect of teaching in contrasting school organizations.
The concept of world view, borrowed from the field of -anthropology,
provided the focus of the study. World view refers to the system of
beliefs, attitudes and explanations teachers use in conducting and
evaluating theiy professional Tives.

For-a period of a year, two teachers each from the two organiza-
tionally different middle schools were observed as they taught their
classes and as they related to other teachers, staff, and students. The
approximate schedule of observations appears in Table 18. (An effort was
made to keep the number and timing of observations of the four teachers
equivalent.) The teachers were also interviewed at length about
their attitudes toward teaching. The four teachers were selected

~I1
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Table 18

Schedule of Qbservations

Date School Teacher Date School Teacher
8/25/80 1 &2 1S, 1Q, 1L, 2D, 2J 4/14/81 1 1L
8/26/80 1 1S, 1Q 4/15/81 2 2J
8/27/80 2 2D, 2J, 2B 4/16/81 1 1L
8/28/80 1 1S, 1Q, 1L 4/27/81 1° 1Q
9/10/80 1 1S, 1Q, 1L 4/28/81 2 2B
9/11/30 2 zD, 2J, 2B 4/29/81 1 1L
10/28/80 2 2D, 2J, 2B, Dean's 4/30/81 2 2J :
office, Cafeteria, 5/1/81 1&2 1Q, 1L, 2J, 2B
. hallways 5/4/81 1 - 1Q
10/29/80 1 1S, 1Q, 1L, Team, 5/6/81 2 2B
Cafeteria, hallways 5/8/81 1 1L
12/19/80 2 2D, 2J, 2B, hallways 5/12/81 2 2J
2/2/81 1 1Q, 1L in Faculty 5/14/81 1 1Q
meeting 5/18/81 2 2B
2/4/81 2 24 +5/20/81 1 1L
3/31/81 1 1L 5/22/81 1 & 2 1Q, 1L, 2J, 2B°
4/1/81 2 2Jd
4/17/81 T 1Q
4/8/81 1 1Q, 1L
4/9/81 2 2B
4/10/831 2 2J, 2B
59 74
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according to the following criteria:
- Two or more years of teaching in the school
- Previous teaching experience in another school
- Willing to participate in year-long study

- Identifieu by school principal and assistant principal
as "good" classroom managers

- In the middle school, belonged to the same team

- In the junior high, belonged to the same department
but different grade 1evels T

These criteria were established in order to reduce teacher differences

that might not be related to school organization and highlight charac- ‘
teristics that might.

ATl data collected in the field were recorded. in field notes or
on tdpe. Following each day of field work the field notes were expanded
and transcribed onto tapes. Then, these tapes were transcribed on
5" X 8" note cards for analysis purposes.

The primary methodological strategy employed was cultural theme
analysis, a process of identifying domains which appear to have an
organizing capacity, providing a system of meaning for individuals within
a cultural setting. Defined by Spradley, a cultural theme is ". . . any
principle recurrent in a number of domains, tacit or explicit, and

serving as a relationship among demains; any subsystems of cultural
meaning” (1980, p. 141).




Results

The major cultural themes distinguishing the teachers in the two
schools will be described followed by a discussion of the major school
organization factors identified in the analysis as contributing to the
thematic differences.

Teaching Conceptions: An Exalted or a Burdened Profession?

Teachers' attitudes about the job of teaching were found to be
sharply different in the two schools. At the middle school, the teachers
operated with a cloak of heroic pride and the prevailing belief that
the job of teaching is hard work, sacrificial, underpaid, but terribly
important. In spite of pronounced frustrations that there were not
enough hours in the day, these teachers viewed their job as a personal
challenge and managed to maintain a near-the-surface awareness of the
grandeur of their job.

They professed the belief that teaching was therefore an almost
exalted profession, particularly in view of the working hardships
teachers face and that it was a source of profound personal satisfaction.
This attitude was poignantly expressed by one middle school teacher:

I think that teaching is an inspired profession,
I really do. ° For philosophical and religious reasons
I feel like teaching is a gift and a unique opportunity
to help other individuals . . . it's a great contribution
that we can make to our fellow human beings and to our
society . . . realizing that we're taking. . . not only
. their intellect but their total being over a period of
years, and we're spending. . . as much time as their
parents do with their children, and we're entrusted
with their development and that's a great responsi-
bility and yet a great opportunity, and I see it as
both, and I consider _my position an exalted one if
you want to say it that way, and I think that's one of
the reasons I have stayed with [teaching] . . .
realizing my rewards are maybe not in the financial
realm. . .if I feel good about what I'm doing and feel
Tike I'm really contributing to society and my fellow
man, maybe that's much more worthwhile than the dollar.
So, I guess that is a basic assumption. . . that I feel
it is a calling . . . .

One of the things that helped develop that idea of
the calling or the exalted position is the middle school
concept. I think if you taught at the high school or
let's say a junior high school situation, I don't think
the stress is on the total development of the child. . .
you see yourself as instilling a certain amount of
intellectual knowledge. Now if you only perceived your
role that way it doesn't give you this full feeling--
still it's a tremendous responsibility, but when you
think about the total development of the child which
the middie school talks about, you know, self concept,
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in a sense we're talking about his moral development--
values and how he relates to other people and is he
going to be a contributing member of society and

we're talking about a lot more things than just his
mind, then that makes it much more fulfilling . . . .

The middle school teachers' conception of, teaching as a noble
profession, in which they are entrusted with a great moral responsibility,
was supported by a series of beliefs they held about students and the
effects of schooling. The middle school teachers were convinced that
the job of teaching offered them an opportunity to affect the lives and
futures of their students in significant ways. Teachers unquestioningly
felt that the importance of their job was first and foremost determined
by the students, and they were committed to working for improvement and
change in all students. To achieve success in these grand aims, the
middle school teachers reported that teaching their students to assume
responsibility for their behavior, and, ultimately, for their lives was
a major objective. The strength of these convictions and their relation-
ship to a strong sense of efficacy were conveyed in the comments made by
another middle school teacher when she was asked about her teaching goals:

First, before you can teach them anything, you have to
teach them how to live, if they don't know how to yet.
Unfortunately, a lot of them don't. And you have to
teach them to take responsibilities for their own
actions: You can‘t ever let them get into a situation
where they blame anybody else for their performance at
school. 1It's something that they have to take the
responsibility for. 1 really feel that that's true.

The thing I want to teach them is how to continue
learning after they leave me or after they leave school.
And I don't want them to just do things because they
get a grade for it or something 1ike that. And that's
why T r2ally stress a 1ot of recreational reading. And
I think it's very important to teach them how to get
along with each other -- not just in the school setting
but in other, social settings too. And it's unfortunate
that we have all of these responsibilities that we do.
Because you can't teach kids how to read or do math or
anything else if they don't know how to 1ive. And
though some of them do, many of them don't.

I didn't have this orientation at the beginning. At
the beginning I thought I was supposed to go in and teach

"Language Arts. And that's all I was going to do. . . .

This was when I taught at another middle school, but it
wasn't very organized. And I had just eighth graders

then. And I soon began to realize that there were lots

of behaviors of the kids that they learned other places. . .
that really interfered with learning, and there were lots
of things they were bringing from home -- lots of problems
and things that interfered with their learning. And I
thought that what I needed to do was ignore those other




things. " I really thought ‘that was my job. To ignore
all the problems and to go ahead and teach them. And
I thought it could be done. But I found out that you
couldn't, ) ’

You can't let the problems be an excuse for why the
kids don't learn. But you still have to take the other
problems and extraneous things into account or you can't -
teach them. And there is a difference between using |,
those things as an excuse, and saying, "This kid can
never learn, because look at his home life." That, I
totally disagree with. But I still think that you need
to look at those things and work with those things before
you teach the kids. ‘

This middle school teachers' commitment to reach all students is also
reflected in her response to a request to describe the different kinds,of
students that she teaches:

Then I have some kids who don't come from a supportive
environment. So whenever they get to school, before they
can learn anything, they've got to have the supportive
environment established at school, because nobody at home
is telling them that it's important for them to learn this
or that or the other thing. So I have to first of all
convince them that jt's important and make them trust me
enough so that they would want to learn whatever it is
that I have to teach them. And so, besides teaching those
kids the kind of stuff I'm teaching the other kids, I
also have to teach them values about learning. And then
there are kids who you not only have to teach values about
learning, but you also have to teach them life values.
They don't know that there is a way to live without
fighting or they don't know that there is a way to live
where you take responsibility for your life, and you can
really do things about your 1ife, and they have to be
shown that the things they do have consequences and that
they can control their own lives. So then you have to
teach them that learning is important. You have to teach
them that they can control their own 1ives, and you also
have to teach them whatever it is that you're supposed to-
be teaching them. . . .

Yes, I would say that's really been the major way that
I differentiate them. I have found it really doesn't
have all that much to do with economics at all.

The teachers at the middle school were continually generating new

ideas for teaching and for improving the quality of school 1ife for
themselves and their students. They viewed the job of teaching as an
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opportunity to create, explore and experlment with educational issues
and conditions. This attitude is reflected in a middle school teacher's
response to a request to define teaching:

It's a process of sharing what the teacher has learned

or experienced with the student. Plus, it's a process of
helping the student to discover both his own curiosity
about how things work and things around him or things
that. have happened. Also, to help him discover his own
values and how-to find information that he may be seeking
and how to take that information and actually apply it

to what he's learned before and actually how that
information may affect his values or how he's going to
use it in his life. I really think one of the key
processes is helping the student take what you are . _ =«
offering him and relate it back both to other

situations or other lessons that he's learned and also

to his va]ues and the way he “is going to structure his
life. .. 1 guess I'm a person.who feels that teaching
and education is a process that has to be experienced.

I'm not one of these people who is really content
oriented. I'm more concept oriented, working with ideas.

" And in order to teach ideas I think the student has to T

experience them. That might be through lab experiments
in science or if it's in social studies it would be
simulations or through role playing or other types of
activities. 1It's essential, I feel, that the teacher
take what is maybe an abstract idea and put it into a
real situation where the student is given a chance to
work with it, see it work in operation or role play it or
somehow experience it so that he gets a deeper under-
standing of what it's all about. And it's important that
we realize that you know the amount of information con-
tent is expanding at such a rapid rate that there is no
way poss1o]e that a teacher can teach all <the content
that is necessary in a given area. So, what you want to
do as a teacher, I think, is.tp expose the student to
ideas and then show him how he can search on his own to
find information that relatés to those ideas; teach the
student how to analyze information that comes to him,
to organize material and information that comes to him
and then. take those concepts and actually be able to )
think them through to some rational process, scientific
method or whatever you want to call it - through some
type of organized system to take the information and

' then analyze it and apply it to new ideas.

¢

Teachers did regret not having more time for planning, grading papers
and managing school business. Rather than foregcing quality, however,
this meant the job was more demanding. The incredible effort expended
by many midd}e school teachers is typ?f1ed in one teacher's descr1pt1on
of her schedule: .
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° I usually get up around 4:30 or 5:00 o'clock. I grade
papers and plan my lesson for the day.® I'm just too
tired at night usually to do anything 1ike that. For
.example, I got up this morning at 4:30. I didn't have
any papers to grade, but I had all my lessons for today
to plan and I had to read about five stor1es today so
that I could have an intelligent discussion with the kids
about them. I have one group reaa1ng a novel, and I have
to, you know, plan the way we're going to discuss it today.
And then, whenever I finish . that, I come to school. So |
that means that some days I get here 1ike 7:15 or some
days I don't even get here until 8:00, which is five
minutes late. But I rationalize that if I'm doing my
school work, then I can come in whenever I reach a good
stopping point. "And I like, whenever I can, to get here
early enough to be able to go around and say good morning to
some people and get a few little communication things in.
Anytime I can, I'd rather talk to people instead of writing
them a note. I think it gets the job done in a better way.
And then, in the morning I try to sit -in the planning room
the whole time. Sometimes’I do come to my classroom. It's
very hard for me to get right into sitting down and _
accompiishing something right after school. And, fortunate-
ly, it's that same way for most of the people on my team.
So a lot of time, after school, we're all a 1ittle more
casual when we sit around to talk about what happened during
the day. I just feel like there is almost no timé, here at
' school, when we're not talking about something that'll
! benefit the kids in some way. You know, it's not that we
plan it that way, it just happens that way. You know, that's
where our concern is. I love coming to school and working.
The things about my job that I get disgusted about are those
paper work kinds of things when your kids aren't here. The
time the kids are herg, it's so valuable to me I really enjoy
‘ it. I love it. A:;ﬁiind of dissatisfactions that I have &
\ with teaching doesn“t ever come from - well, L can't say
never, but they rarely come ‘from - the time I spend in the
classroom. I think that’ s a redlly exciting time.

At the Junior High, the teachers did not have these same convictions
about' the job of teaching. While they "1liked" teaching, they did not talk
of it in glowing terms but describéd it more as a burdened profession, a

Pz

trying job. As opposed to viewing the job as heroic, these teachers spoke

of teaching in factual, limiting terms. This attitude is conveyed in the
brief, doctrinaire responses the Junior High teachers gave in contrast to
the .1engthy, philosophical responses from the Middle School teachers when
they were asked to-define teach1ng One teacher rep11ed

Teaching is teaching a Qh11d how to use all his skills.
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A second {:nior High® teacher responded:

elping students to learn to become, to grow as _ :
individuals, to become all they can be in every
way. ‘

- L 7

It was clear that for them the job was not a guaranteed opportunity
to shape students' 1ives and futures> In fact, they were fairly uncertai
about the school's 'capacity to do that. They did see the job as an
opportunity to teach students about a designated piece of the curriculum
or to prepare them for high school requirements. Somehow, these teachers .
had a dim memory of those ideals which led them to teaching in the f1r2t
place, but the glow of those dreams had faded and the real demands of
executing the curriculum colored their notions about teaching. They were
not unhappy and rather liked their work but didn't really speak with - \\
enthusiasm about teaching. When asked if there are things that you
look forward to each day the two Junior High teachers responded:

No. I think I kinda do look forward to each class
as it comes in. I don't<“think I look forward to any
one thing in particular, because I usua]]y try to
. change the pace during class so I won't be bored. I
try not to bore myself. Sometimes I do, but after
six classes . . . -

Oh, well, I don't know. Most of the days I don't.

I mean, I don't ever . . . well maybe Monday

mornings,-.-maybe if I'm especia]]y tired or some-

thing 1ike that or just don't feel good, but most

‘ of the time you know, I don't. I hardly ever dread
[coming in) unles® there's some .other kind of
pressure about things. And if there's, oh, I don't

) know, maybe something particularly exqiting.

Relating ‘the significance of the teaching job to the effective
execution of the curriculum may account for some of the teachers' attitudes
about teaching. Teaching creativity, ingenuity and experimentation were
not viewed as part of the job as much as the capacity to cover material
in the course of a schooi year. Technical aspects of the job were miore
consuming as teachers perceived themselves to be at the mercy of the
curriculum. Thus, teaching was not acknowledged as an” opportunity tp
explore and experiment with educationa] issues and conditions.

With regard to beliefs about s;udents and Job attitudes, the teachers
had a somewhat fatalisti. perspect1ve on student “improvability -- some
will and some won't, and there': only so much one can do, as one Junior
High teacher responded when asked, "Have you ever had a child who's not
interested in school activities?" . .
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Teacher: Well, there's quite a ‘number of those and
some of them are, you know, lacking. I can deal with
sonfe and some of them I never, you . . . they leave
exactly the same shape that they came in.

Interviewer: What has worked with you with kids 1ike
that?’ ) ’

Teacher: Just explaining sometimes, you know. I know
social studies may not be one of the things that you
really like, but, you know, I think you can try. I
think you can do someth1ng, and sometimes it does and
sometimes it doesn t - sometimes it helps, you know,
and sometimes’ it doesn't.

Since the focus was on the curriculum, students' potential was defined
mostly in terms of academic success (i.e., good grades, appreciation for
subject matter), and not in terms of social and emotional growth and
development. Possibilities for student improvement were thereby 1limited.
Teaching was viewed as a job with 1imited power and potential for producing
change in students' lives. This attitude was particularly evident in the
Junior High teachers concern about the lack of ability grouping in their
classes:

Interviewer: How does your teaching situation affect
your capacity to. achieve your teaching goals?
4

Teacher: First of all, that kids aren't grouped . . .

it makes it difficult for teaching. Some of them are
capable and some of them are totally, you know, you've

got everything from an ESE kid Just one slot out of EMR

t0 gifted in the same room and it's very difficult to
handle the neéds of both of those kids when the range <
is so huge. Also, meeting the needs of this great -
disparity of ranges - that is totally beyond me.

Interviewer: How would you group kids?

Teacher: Well, I think it would probably be easier to .
group them maybe behaviorally, but behaviorally probably
comes from academically, whether they are able, you know,
whether they are frustrated by the material, whether
they are able to perform. When they're not, then they
become problems in one way or another, either they're
not producing so it's an academic probiem for me.
would probably be easier for me to group them on
ability level they are.

Interviewer: Can you give an example of hgow’you might
change some part of your teaching or gr
expectations?




Teacher: Well, you expect, if I assign a written - ‘
report, or if I assign anything outside I don't expect

as indepth or as thorough, or I don't expect

in many instances what you would really call a report
from certain students. ™ I mean if they copy something
straight out of an encyclopedia I feel 1ike I'm Tucky.

When asked "Do students support your teaching goals?" one of ‘the
Junior High teachers responded: &

. . .they're more supportive of their own Tittle social
thing . . .it's just that my thing is not that important.
It's important to me, it's just not that important to
them. They're not trying tc keep from doing it, but

it's just not that important to them. It's a minor thing
in their %ives.

Teacher Role Perceptions: Student DeVe]opment vs Academic Instruction

. _Job attitudes were closely linked to the teachers' role perceptions.
Teacners' perceptions about what they ought to be doing at work were
quite different at the two schools. At the middle school teachers saw
themselves as responsiblé for the tasks of planning effective lessons and
eva uating progress, but essentially perceived their most crucial role to
be that of "hélping students” in a number of different ways. Essentially
they perceived themselves as agents of personal development, performing
the tasks of advising, guiding, encouraging and caring for students with
the intenticn of teaching students how to get along in the world. Second
to the teacher-helper role was the role of developing teacher-student

" ‘relationships. Third was the role of teacher collaborator and team
member. Teachers beiieved that the roles of teacher-helper and relation-
ship-enhancer were complimented by the role -of team member. A1l .three
major roles highlight a role perceptjon which focuses on. the jnter-
personal dimensions of school 1ife, as the two Middle School teachers
explained:

I think just by virtue of the fact tha? this school is.set
up based around teajfis and AA's and eveiything, it means
that one of the most important things that this school

is making sure of ﬂ that the kids are "happy and
comfortable here anu then they feel. safe, and when you
know that that's a really important thing at the school
you feel better about spending time trving to make it
happen. You don't feel 1ike you're short-changing the
kids. I think there are probably a lot of schools where
the subject matter or whatever it is that you're supposed
to be teaching as far as the content goes, that overrides
any other cuncern and I would say that at least on this
team, and probably all across the school, that we have to
make sure that the kids are happy first. Because other-
wise they aren't going to learn anything anyway and we
have to come to recognize that so we do something about it.




You know, I really feel that if vou re .going to have
any really effective deve]opment of the child in the
emotional level you have to have a program that is
laid out very clearly and then is encounaged You do
what it says is supposed to be done. That S baS1ca11y
what the advisor-advisee program is about It's a
format where certain types of activities are set up so
[ that you can work with students' va]ues anq help them
: clarify what they think is 1mportant 1n\the1r Tives.
And it also works with their self-concept uQ1ch is
extremely important to an adolescent because, they go
through a Tot, you know, at this age, and a lot of
times it is easy to picture oneself as "the ugly
duckling", unacceptable, a social outcast, oriwhatever
y it might be. We help a student realize that there are
good things about him and having a pogitive concept and
. a positive se]f-1mage is extremely important. It is
hard even to work in an academic level if you' rey
frustrated with yourself-and what's happening in your
life. And you have a means of dea11ng with this or
with these types of problem-.

In contrast, the teachers from the junior high saw themse]ves first in
the role of instructor, teaching students their subjéct matter. Second, )
teachers saw themselves as disciplinarians in the role of classroom manager.
The third role was that of gradegiver.. Giving grades was an important
part of the job for these teachers andtwas perceived as a major role as
well. The emphasis here was on the management aspects of teach1ng as
opposed to the interperscnal dimensions of the school world. : The
importance given to these aspects of teaching is evident in the teachers'
responses to the question, "How do you evaluate your students?"

Test scores, teacher tests (not Metropolitan) and some- -
times self-evaluation kinds of things, I'vejused those '
too. But for the academic mark, it's mainly based on
tests and classroom work. Now with the behavior par
of it, that's based on, well, observation - marks for
onz particular thing or -another, 1ike with the gum or
if they're sent to the office or any of those kinds of
things that I have to say more than once gr if I have
to write their name on the board at the beginning of '
the period when people aren't where they're supposed !
to be.

Easy, three ways: tests; homework and classwork.

Differences in classroom instruction and management indicated differences °
in teachers' goals and priorities in teaching. The middle school teachers
used a variety of teaching methods, focused on "understanding over completion"
and frequently grouped students in an effort to meet individual student needs.
When classroom activities were interrupted by an infraction, it was
immediately stopped, and lessons were continued. With the majority of cases,
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teachers later counselled students, advising them to behave in appropriate
ways. Teachers were concerned that students learn self-control, and
disciplining was used as a tool for that instruction. Students were
rarely sent to the office but instead were required to draw up a contract
- of agreement between themselves and their teachers. At the middle school,
teachers worked hard to make lessons interesting, emphasized learning
over grades and valued student interests and needs. Curriculum was viewed
as a flexible resource.

Teachers at the junior high planned and taught lessons which repeated-
1y relied on one main teaching model. The teachers disseminated informa-
tion, and the students read and answered questions from the texts.

Students in a single class did the same activities, and few accommodations
were made for those moving faster or slower than the average students in
the class. Student interests were rarely considered with any sincere
interest to acknowledge them, and very little attention was given to
"understanding". The paramount goal was getting through the chapters and
having students complete required work.

Infractions were viewed as time-consuming irritants,and culprits were
genera]Ty removed from the room and sent to the office. Teachers did not
follow up with any counseling with the scudents who were sent out. There
was .a belief that students ought to come to school ready to learn. The
teachers worked hard to be efficient and organized, to follow the curriculum
guide and to maintain allegiance to academic goals. The curriculum was
viewed as' a fixed guide.

Organizatiqnal Factors Related to Teachers' Sense of Efficacy

Three school factors seem to be particularly important in influencing
teachers' sense of efficacy: team teaching, the school principal, and
multi-age grouping.. The nature and influence of these aspects of the
schools' organization will be discussed in some detail.

. | d




Teacher Relationships

<

Introduction

For the majority of teachers, professional collegial relationships ; -
are rare. Teaching is a profession characterized by the neutral isolation
of its members and an individualistic conception of teacher roles and
responsibilities (Lortie, 1975). With 1ittle idea of a state of the art
compounded by the absence of a common technical culture, teachers enter
the profession with the overwhelming task of determining what teaching
is all about, and determining that alone. As Lortie explained in his
work School Teacher (Lortie, 1975): ~

Each teacher must laboriously construct ways of
preceiving and interpreting what is significant.
That is one of the costs of the neutral isolation
which attends the absence of a common technical
culture. (p. 73)

This free-wheeling, wide open status for the profession perpetuates
a wide variety in the chardcteristics of its members. At the same time,
it exacerbates the individual teacher's burden of success or failure as
he/she can rarely derive consolation from compliance with some set of
normal professional expectations. 'Moreover, it reduces the 1ikelihood
of collegiality since teachers represent individual personalities who
have struggled to find individual ways to survive. With such an individ-
ualistic orientation, other teachers are more 1ikely to be viewed as
intruders rather than comrades (Lortie, 1975). -t

That teaching ought to be more than a semi-profession (Etzioni, 1969),
and that teachers must communicate, cooperate and collaborate for that
goal to be achieved (Lortie, 1964) has been a subject of serious
investigation for some time. The individual school as a social system
has been frequently identified as one potential source for the modifi-
cation of teacher behavior, sentiments and proféssional world views
which perpetuate the status of the profession (Bossert, 1979; Goodlad,
1975). If a characteristic of teachers' psychological werld is indeed
as Lortie concluded, one of "....uncertainty about their own capacity to
be effective," (Lortie, 1975, p. 132) perhaps answers to reducing that
uncertainty lie in the design and operation of the individual school
(Metz, 1978). Alterations in the reward system which promotes individ-
ualism in the work arrangements which prohibit collegial iateraction and
in the leadership structures which discourage teacher autonomy could
change the nature of the teaching experience in profound ways.

In this section of the report, collegial relationships are analyzed
as they were witnessed in two organizationally different middle schools.
At Middle School, teachers were arranged in interdisciplinary teams
where four or more teachers shared the same group of students and related
instructional responsibilities, the same part of the school building,
the same planning area, the same daily schedule, and the same resources
and supplies. The teachers at Junior High, however. had individual
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teaching responsibilities distinguishable by the subject area, particular
levels of ability and grade level or levels taught. Formal membership

in their subject area's- department was a unit of common collegial assoc-

iation but did not provide for task-related daily interaction or sharing

nor was it designed to do so.

In addition, teachers' roles’and responsibilities in the two schools
varied as a result of the differences in organization. Participation
in decision-making in Middle School occurred through the same team unit..
where team teachers had the opportunity to make decisions_collectiely
and refer their decisions to the administrators. Since the department's
realm of decision-making at the Junior High rarely stretched beyond
subject area curriculum concerns, decisions were not referred o the
collective minds of department members on a regular basis. Department
chairpersons did participate in decision-making with the administrators,
but the teachers were viewed as individual faculty members who had
opportunities to present their personal ideas and opinions rather than
the shared views of a common group. .

On the surface, differences in the two schools have the potential

for producing collegial relationships of contrasting natures. And they "
did. An account and analysis of how and why these differences existed

follow.

Middle School ”

An atmosphere of isolated and solitary labor may frequently depict
the professional lives of teachers; however, there are schools that appear
to defy tradition. At Middle School, 1ife is filled with the companion-
ship, conversation, and comradery of fellow teachers. While each day
begins with the traditional stop in the faculty lounge for the singularly .
performed tasks of signing-in, checking the mailbox, and perusing the
bulletins, this initial individualism is soon exchanged for an oasis
of teacher interaction and fellowship that colors the remainder of the
school day and7 representatively, teachers' professional school lives
. in this Middle!School. S i

The team planning room is perhaps the most valued and used place for '
teachers at the Middle School. It is a hub of collegial activity. Every
day four to seven team members congregate here for refreshments, a parent
conference, a student conference, a reqular team meeting, supples, or a
visit #ith team members throughout the school day. The decor of this
small space is a very solid indication of the team's collective identity.
This is shared territory fashioned for sharing and interaction.

Just outside the team planning room there is a,

display on the wall. There is a large sign which reads
"Courtesy of the Dynamos," and I learn later that "Dynamo"
is the team's logo. Underneath the sign there are posters
with each of the team teachers' pictures and a written
personal autobiography beneath each photo. Once inside
the planning room, it is easy to see that teacher contact
‘would be inevitable as the small -room is furnished with




rectangular tables fashioned into one large table
with chairs facing iaward. -

On one wall there is a bulletin board with a
sign "D team Planning Room" and a calendar with dates
for team events and meetings. The opposite side of
the room is essentially a wall fabricated out of large
cabinets which contain "team supplies." Taped to the .
outside of these cabinets are envelopes labeled with
the team teachers' names. These are team member
memo mailboxes. On the second bulletin near the
entrance way there are notices, cartoons, teacher
birthday cards and school news posted. Above it hangs
a poster advertising a film called, "Stir Crazy" with
" two men in bird costumes captioned, "Two birds of a

feather.” The two has been crossed out and the word
seven, for the number of team members, has been written
in to replace it. Finally, there is a refreshments
. table with a coffee pot, coffee cups, coffee, tea
and hot cocoa. A1l of the planning room's arrangements
and decor have been a.result of the team teachers'
efforts. .

Supporting the opportunity for interaction provided by the team
planning room-is the proximity of team members' classrooms. The four
‘teachers responsible for instruction in the main academic areas on the
team, are located in neighboring classrooms. Team members are continu-
ously moving in and out of the nearby planning room where important papers,
memos, messages and supplies are kept or are witnessed Jleaning in a
neighboring teacher's doorway. for conversation. In either case, there
is an enormous amount of face to face contact among the team's teachers.

Spatial proximity and a common territory are further accented by a-
common daily schedule. While all teachers have an individual planning
period every other day, teachérs on a team have a2 shared planning time
before and after the students' day as well as a shared lunch time. The
teachers find "themselves -together{ in time as well as space.

As thejteachers' use of the ,common planning room spa E and,lrea
revealed the team's collective identity, so the teachers' juse oszhared
time reveals another dimension of teacher relationships. Descry ing
the team's shared lunch time, one reading teacher explained:

Lunch time.is our big social time. As matter of fact

we even have special lunches, you know. Like about

once a month, we all bring in some things and eat
together. We geta lot accomplished at lunch time

talking about the kids. We don't necessarily sit there
with the intention of talking about the kids but when
you've just spent four hours with them, that's what you're
thinking about. So that's what we talk about.

Sharing the teaching responsibility for the same group of students
is the common task that contributes dramatically to teacher relationships




at the Middle School. Since a sense of sat1sfact1on in teach1ng is
probably derived from students, hav1ng the same students encourages a
team of teachers to become united in their -efforts to produce satisfying
results. Even in the private worlds of their classrooms, the teachers
are nevem fully separated from their colleagues, as the shared world
of the students connects them. As one team member described this
phenomenon:

.8

After the.students leave, I usually sit there two minutes
and coliect myself. Then we usually get together as a
team and there is a lot of communication about frustra-
tions and what's succeeding and what's not going - on at

. that time...We talk about, you know, this is dr1v1ng me
crazy, or I'm about to 1ose my mind and that is when the
team becomes very important. When a particular teacher
is having a bad day, you know, we rea]]y pull around
and 1ift their sp1r1ts There is 2iways a 1ot of that
going on. There is:also a lot of pats on the backs,
1f you’ve had a particularly good day and if something
was really successful.

A fellow team member's remarks provide clarification and support:

I just feel 1like there is -almost no time here at
school, whenever we're not talking about something
that'1] benefit the kids in sone way. You know, it's
not that we p]an it that way, it Just happens that way.
You know, that's where our concern is.

Common responsibility seems to yield a common focus The teachers
are connected by the students they jointly manage and teach and the
significance of this connection is unveiled in the many layers of
teacher relationships. With teaching success or failure intricately
interwoven with that of the other team members, team teacher relation-
ships are colored by particular expectations. A social studies teacher
explained: '

Everybody in this school is aware of the fact that a team,
in order to do its job, has to work smoothly and cooperate
and learn to get along. As a result, some thipgs just
happen spontaneously and other ‘things we sort of plan.

At Christmas and other times we have special get togethers;
after school we get together socially and the team builds
that kind of relationship. We're very close. I care a

lot about my team members.

Valuing the collegial relaticnships within the team and working to create
and maintain them are expectations that govern teacher re]at1onsh1os
within the school.

4
Rewards that emerge out of the team interaction and fe]]owship often
focus on success with the students either in discipline, positive relation-
ships or successful instruction. Teachers help each other achieve these




rewards within the team structure and so they are essentially shared
rewards. Referring to her relationships with students, one teacher
described it this way:

Because of the way we do talk abouf the kids and
share things that we find out, I feel like I know
all the kids well just by what their other teachers
and my team members have told me about them.

Another team member elaborated on it this way:

On the team, if I become aware of a problem, it is
very important for me to communicate with the other
members of my team about that student and the problen.
On our team, we're constantly involyed in the process
of trying to help students and they're the same
students so we've got lots of help.

The expectation to communicate with fellow team members reaps that reward
of knowing the students well enough to feel capable of helping them, As
expfessed by a third teacher who describes how the team makes teaching
easier: :

I would say, there are just certain things that the
kids know,like we're all on this team, we're all very
strict; we're very firm with the kids on certain things-
~ mainly behavior. We just don't allow them to behave

like animals and they know that. It just makes my
teaching a lot easier...We have a 1ot of counseling
that goes on in this team. And it just seems like
the kids find somebody on the: team who they can talk .
to, and for different kids it's a different teacher

/ f ‘ and whenever they need to talk to a teacher about some-

n / thing, the others always try tocover for that.;eacher

so that they can have tife to spend with this ohe S ,,
. student.

The planning and conducting of special activities which call upon
the varied talents and interests of the team's teachers are viewed
as team accomplishments and are a source of pride for those involved.
In the spring over lunch, a team member reviewed the year:

I've been thinking about all the neat things we've

done this year. We had the election. Let's see,

what else? Then we had the drug education unit,

and the tornado unit. We still have our third and /
fourth field trips coming. And Camp Crystal of ‘

course, another teacher pipes in. _—

The fact that these activities were made possible by the cooperation of

the team members contributes to the positive sentiments teachers have
towards collegial cooperation. As a new team member described the lack

of teacher communication at her former place of employment, she emphasized
the importance of teacher communication at Middle School. 1In her words:

30




Teachers weren'c even allowed to sit in the lounge
in_the morning. At that school, communication wasn't
valued at all. Aad I think that's the second most
iportant thing here; of course, the kids are first,
then I would say communicating with the other teachers
is the second most important thing at this school, and
I Tike that.

The fact that the teachers on a team have shared rewards either in
improved student behavior, improved or enriched curricuium or improved
student relationships, as well as shared difficulties, may tend to reduce
the tendency towards professional individualism and isolation. Relation-
ships among the team members are characterized by support, understanding
and trust. There is even a "looking out for each other" theme which
captures this collective identity.

Life on--a team further encourages collegial relations by requiring
teacher participation in collective tasks and decision-making. Decisions
regarding team events, team rules, educational gowls for the team,
individual student plans and school policies are made by teachers with
other teachers on the team. Weekly team meetings, before and after
school, Tunch hours and off times during the day are rich with decision- =,
making activity and talk. . b

Common decisions are followed by common tasks to be performed. Team
members generally divide the Tabor according to individual teacher talenis
and interests. "The end of the school year's team awards assembly is a
case in point. During a team meeting held in preparation for the event,
the following occurred:

Teacher Alice passes out special award sheets for the Team
Hall of Fame awards to be given to students. Alice has
designed the special award slips and has prepdred enough
copies for all of the team's teachers. Helen, the team
leader, and meeting conductor, says that DorothK (the
) phygica] education teacher on the team) will conduct a : ;
| slide show whith is a photographic collage of the entire ;
school year. (This will be done at the Awards Assembly. - *
Then Helen sajd, "We'll have to decide on awards and the
Team Hall of Fame."
Team decision making and task sharing precipitates the teachers into s
the sharing of their ideas, feelings, priorities, and time. This, of
course, can and did produce tension from time to time when sentiments
were divided; however, it also assured that team members knew a great
dedl about.the fellow teachers on the team. In the same team_meeting
evidence of both the povential tension as well as wealth of interpersonal
knowledge is found:

Helen, the team leader says, "Team Hall of Fame. How

do you want to do this? You want to call out names

and then discuss each one?" Teacher Susan says, "Last
year we gave too many of them, and it didn't mean as much."
Helen responds, "Oh really, I didn't feel that.way."
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And Helen says after a pause, "You all are going to ,
have to say something." Seeing that Helen is frustrated, b2
teacher Philip says gently, "Helen, calm down. We're

thinking." Then teacher Dorothy adds, "0.K. we're

ready now." Helen says, "Well, I'1]1 go ahead because

I've got a 1ist I've already made. It's a mile long."

So she begins with her 1ist of students, one name at

a time. She says, "Tim Post" and a team member follows,

"He tries very hard to help teachers and people." Other

team members chime in with "yes". They continued name

by name with comments from various teachers throughout.

In this decision-making session and the countless others that fill. the
Tives of these teachers, professional attitudes, beliefs and assumptions
surface or are directly confronted. In many cases, conversations are
extended into the personal worlds of teachers and so the realm of inter-

g personal knowledge among colleagues continues to be expanded. Team
teachers know a great deal about the personal 1ives of their team members.
In one typical lunch hour, conversations shifted back and forth between
the two worlds of teachers: the professional and personal. Here's a
poignant excerpt:

It's Tunch hour, and the teachers are seated together at
a round Tounge table. Susan says, "Philip, did you stay
up all night?" Philip, "I had a friend who had a problem. °
You know how that goes." -Susan responds, "I used to do that. o
I just don't do that anymore. I can't." Helen breaks in
’ with comments about the special Career Day activities ‘that’
are going on that day, "The army and the doctors really
bothered me by not showing." Philip says, "The paramedics
took them out to the ambulance." Susan adds, "I think
they're doing a better job today than yesterday." The
conversation shifts again to personal 1ife information and
. Susan comments to Helen, "Yours (your stomach) has gotten
little, it really has." Helen says, "It's getting there,
thank you." Philip jokes, "Well, I'd Tike a closer
examination." Helen ¢iuckles. )

«

The conversation progressed, and the topics included plans for the team's
d Greek lTuncheon, Philip's former teaching experience with an activity on

Roman foods, reflections on the school year events, and a comment about a ;

reading conference in New Orleans which triggered Philip's sharing a

personal story about how he got drunk for the first time in New Orleans. .

This sequence of conversational events is typical and demonstrates how

the professional and personal 1ives of the teachers were frequéptly

disclosed in tandem. Another key example is drawn from a social studies

teacher's interview on the team. He's describing the kinds of activities

teachers do together: .

L

Well, we went to the Pizza and Brew last night and had a
good time. When we went to check out Camp Crystal,.we
carpooled out there, and we had a really deep philosophical
discussion about our goals in life, and it was a really
good time. When we came back, we felt closes and we
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gave -each other a big hug and went on our way: We
have dinners together. We have luncheons together.
We have parties. Alicia had a party. Anythyﬁg else,
Helen? Helen says, "Nothing you would want to put ’
on tape."(laughs) Helen says, "We're friends as well
as teachers." - .
The administration works to promote teacher interaction. Tradition
has it that before each school year starts, and at Christmas, the
principal entertains the staff in a social setting. According to his
philosophy, "People who play together, work together." The principal
also instituted a T.G.I.F. gathering where teachers would spend a few
hours on Friday afternoon ovgr cocktails in a local bar. This occurred
several times during the schdol year. When it did, it was easy to
observe that teams often went together. Hospitality is provided once a
month by each team again focusing on the team. Most importantly, the
administrative system used encourages team decision-making and interaction.
The school is engineered by a steering committee comprised of administrators
and team leaders as well as representative teachers from special areas. .
. Decisions on school policy and procedures are made by this committee
. which meets biweekly. Team leaders report to the team members who are
then engaged in decision-making. During several meetings of the steering
- committee, the principal said, "Take this back and discuss it with your
teams." The expectation was that teachers ought to be involved and that
productive ideas and decisions could be generated by their involvement:

. .The relationship established between the principal and teachers in

some ways reflects these“expectations. Dialogue is frequent, and teachers

are expected to be willing and able to express their ideas, feelings and ‘
opinions. As the principal described his criteria for judging the overall .
effectiveness of his staff, he highlighted. communication. In his words:

Well, the major thing is communication skills becalise I

don't think...a lot of other things are possible without >
good communigation skills. Teachers are all encouraged

to do well on their own, but most important they must

cooperate and get along well with other staff.

Teachers echo back the same priority and offer statements of validity.
A team leader describes her relationship with the principal in this way:
“About the same kind that I have with teachers. You .

b kriow, we talk sometimes about the kids.” We talk about
the organization of the-#chool, a lot of maintenance <
type things, about what I am allowed to do and not to ’ & -
‘ & do. And we also talk about ourselves, too, you know. <
’ J meet him as a person as well as a principal. -

The principal’s expectatiohs for teacher participation in larger
school affairs and authority are realized both formally and informally.
"The nresence of the team leadership group is a key to the decentralizeg
authority within the school. Individual staff members are’ likewise
_encouraged to make and execute plans for thie whole school. The principal
dspcrﬁbgs the formal system: ‘ PR e
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‘ On the individpal level, anybody can come and speak to ’

me or A team leader by themselves. But their next .

step is on a team bagis which i§ seven or eight

teachers who get together, and they talk about th4ngs,

*3 and often decisions are made on a team level. Then

another step up s the Program Improvem Council

where the. team leaders or any individual can .come with

a concern that they-have, and it-can he expressed

there which has an umbrella effect over the entire

school, and .administrators are a part of that too.

. So everyone hears it directly or indirectly. That's

the main channels. . /. <ty
This is tganslated into a level of ‘teacher involvement which is expressed
as a school norm. Variation in the type of participation is more acceptab]e :
than is variety in the level of participation. The shared rewards of the
team, plus the expectation for involvement beyond the teacher's classroom,
loom large in determinipg the nature of teacher behavior and teacher
relationships. In particular, there is evidence of collegial respétt
which emanates from interactions. Team members are frequent]y soliciting .
ideas and advice from: one another. Visits to gne another"s classrooms
are viewed favorably and not as intrusions. F?na]]y, when asked about
who they might invite to cr1t1que‘the1r teaching, the two focus teachers
whose 1ives have been observed in detail, both reported "a fellow team

. mLTue: or teacher : T " - '
Life'for the teachers at Middle School is not characterized by . r

isolation and individualism. The school's organization and administration
support and promote collegial interaction. The results dre observab]e N
efforts on the part of teachers to watch out for one another in a number
of ways, to participate in social activities which encourage teacher
fellowship and to sustain the collective ddentity and craft pride
associated with the team. There is a sense of knowing what's expected,

of personal authority and’ control and of peer support and collegiality,

- that is created within the team's small interpersonal world. E .
. h . . ‘(;'p v ; >
. . ) 7
Junior High ¢ L . "

Teacher relationships at Junior High School were found to be of a
strikingly different nature from those at the Middle School. From the
start of a school day, until its finish, the teacher at the Junior High
is an individual staff member doing an individual job. Major responsi-
bilities, roles and tasks to be performed, as well as the organization “ o
ofrtime and space, are determined on the basis of the individual teacher.

This 1nd1v1dUaITst1c ‘conception of the teacher s role within the
school, is witnessed in.many and varied d1mens1ons of' teachers' 11ves
While teachers have overlapping .lunch periods, a teacher's daily schedule
is viewed as an individual possession. Shared times are limited to*the
daily lunch period and availabie time before and after the instructional
day. Formal meetings, such as faculty meetings, departmenﬁ meetings
and parent conferences do bring teachers together during these times.

*
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When those functions are not occurring, however, teachers are found
working talone. Since the meetings generally take place once a month
with shared conferences at about that same frequency, the teacher at the
Junior High is more often found alone than with other teachers.

When teachers are together at the various meetings, they operate
on a turn-takihg basis. The common pattern of taking turns regarding
tasks to be performed favors economy of time and mersonal energy over
collective input, participation or interaction. As teacher Bonnie
explained: ’

Well, at department meetings you definitely can
participate in decision-making or you can, say, in
the 6th grade area. Well, when they're going to say,
see'a film, you know. " Who's going to do what, when?
You would. have input -- most decisions like this
would be at these meetings and whoevey's ‘instigating ~
the movie will get it organized.

i

.t

The decision to show the film was made by an individual supported by the
group, and theJresponsﬁbilities related were turned over to one teacher
as well. This was repeated in a riore significant exampte with regard to
the entire year's social studies curriculum. The same teacher explained
tthat her involvement was limited: \

Jane (one of three assigned to thk curriculum committee)

had Been teaching world history for & long time and so

she ,said if you want me to, I'11 set up a schedule for

us,’and we said all right, because we hadn't been doing
that, and definitely not with this book, this new text-

¥ book. So she set up the schqule‘and we had input in?
tha€™we could say that this is“not good, but until you
go  through it, you don't know what's good and what's bad.
S0, {I really think a teachér is better off if she Sets
up *er own time schedule. |

v

This is a shared focus for department_ members in terms of their common
responsibi tﬁ 10 execute correctly the agreed upon curricuium; however,
there are few related shared tasks or decisions that emerge in the context
of the department's role in school affairs.’ :

|

The schojl's administration'contributes‘to an individualistic teacher

orientation by operating in many respects with a similar relationship of
mutual isolation. When asked to taik about how decisions get made in the
school, the assistant principal proclaims cheerfully, "Henry (school
principal) sajs you'ré going to do that, and it gets*done," and adds,
"We're kind of Tike the team management concept. Although Henry is in
charge, he willl never, at least I don't think he will, make a decision
without consullting us." Communication among the three administrators is
further descrﬂbed like this: e

)]

“ He éit down anifsasﬁ them (decisions) oqut and talk abéut

it-and give our Views. I Took at things a certain way,

>;¢ B :SQ.{




Mr. Hope Tooks at things a certain way, and Mr. Cole
Tooks at things a certain way. We sit down and put in
our input. Ege (the principal) will even go out and solicit
input from teachers.

. ot
Teacher -input is solicited in a number of ways. The principal will comb
the halls stopping in to chat with several teachers about the decision in
question. On a more formal basis, the principal meets with a teacher
steering committee made up of ,the department chairpersons. The meetings
are held about once a month, and the chairpersons generally take notes on
the information the principal reports. This information is then reported
to the department's teacher members. The principai does not expect
teachers to meet with each other regularly for the discussion of decisions
to be made. Keeping the teachers informed and listening to concerns and
complaints as they are voiced is the main administrative operation.
Teachers do not meet regularly nor do they spend their common time on
discussions of job related issues and decisions. It is not expected nor
is it a necessary part of the school's administration. '

Part of the reason why teachers don't interact can be found in the
structure of the administration as just noted. The administration's
attitude towards collective teacher activity yields another clue. A= the.
principal explained, "This school has .got a lot of teachers who are
really good at what they do, but they like to do their own: thing, and
they don't 1ike anybody to interfere." Supporting their sentiments he
says, "Take the teachérs alone and they're fine but togéther and there's
no telling.” This fundamental mistrust of task-related/ teacher inter-
action may be precisely why there is no organizational mechanism designed
for it.

Teacher leadership within the school highlights-working alone rathgr
than tggether, Teachers do not expect to work.together. A curriculum
committee of three teachers designed to,prepare curriculum guides for
all areas, prepare for the school's evaluation and assist with organizing
available materials for teaching was scheduled to work together daily in
an area of the building. While these teachers did work together on certain

tasks, the majority -of their tasks, it was believed, could best be handled

individually, as Jane explains: .
We started off meeting the three of us on a regular basis *
together each day, each third period. And then things -
broke down so that we were, you know, Sandra was doing
some things with language arts and reading which really
Debbie and I weren't fami]iare couldn't do, you know,

as well and Debbie was working a lot with the Science

Fair and the science curriculum. And then I started

doing, and we sort of all branched off. 1t-was just
easier then to kind of go our separate ways. We've met
with Henry on a fairly regular basis.- )

The pattern appears to be one of individuals operating as individuals,
together. Keeping company with other adults at school does not assure
that relationships will be nurtured, valued, and recognized. 'In fact,
the individual is essentially more important here than relationships
between teachers, administrators or both. The key js getting the job
done, and labor is frequently divided up by individuals.

] '
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The way in which parent conferences were conducted highlights this
dimension of school life. Most often an individual classroom teacher
would conduct parent conferences when a student was having trouble in
his/her classroom. These conferences were one on.one with teacher and
parent, occasionally involving the student as well. Freguently, parent
conferences would be arranged by the guidance department when all of a
child's teachers were to be included. These were conferences which
involved the county's school psychologist for the assessment and evaluation,
of a child's difficulties in school. Having observed this second type of
conference, it was clear that the responsibility for the conference rested
with the guidance counselor. Each teacher's ideas were solicited with
Tittle opportunity for dialogue among the teachers involved. Again, the
individual superceded the co]]ect1ve

Lunch is a shared time and activity. In the teachers' lounge, teachers
gather daily for the singular purpose of eating lunch. Lounge conversa-
tions are more often social than job related and focus on topics of con-
wersation which can be adequately discussed within the lunch period:

o
I take a seat at the 'round table. Two math teachers T
are talking about math materials. Math teacher (1),
"Did you see the math mategials? Weren't they neat."
Math teacher (2), "I'd 1ike to buy some. Maybe we can
order them?" Math teacher (1}, "Yeah." Two science
teachers are seated next to one another. The female
science teacher says, "Congratulations cn your article
in the journali" Male science teacher responds,
“Thanks, Debbie." The female science teacher addresses
the whole table, "I have a good recommendation for the
school calendar change next yéar. Let's have the
- teachers' work day directly after the ho]idays so teachers
could get organized before the kids return." Another '
teacher says, "That's good so maybe we should all suggest
it so it would be more highly considered."

During this sanie lunch hour the very next day, none of these topics #as
discussed, and very few of the topics discussed at lunch were ever‘arried
over from one day to the next. A survey of lunch topics included recipes,
local news, whole school problems, discipline problems and schoolwide events.

This temporary quality of lounge talk seems to be satisfying to the
teachers. As the teacher Bonnie remarked about their relationships: R

Well, I think since all sixth grade teachers must have
lunch at the same time, we usually hobnob as to problems.
We also share things that help. I think the relation-
ships of the -6th grade teachers is pretty nice. No

dog ea dog, no pandy stuff or if there is, I don't know
about it.

8 ‘ . . .
Perhaps as a consequence, teachers feel limited in their knowledge of
other teachers' school and personal lives. As teacher Jane remarked:

I am a teacher here, and I really don't know what
they do in foreign language, for example. The




foreign language teacher is part time

so that's partly why, but that's really

true in a lot of cases. . ‘
|

Teachers are particularly reluctant to speak for one another regarding

educational beliefs and practices. When asked if other teachers shared

her educational beliefs, Bonnie, responded, "I don't know. I really

don't know about that; I can't tell." Echoing Bonnie, Jane said, "I'm -

not sure. I imagine so?" Individual differences and variations are

expected. As thecprincipal explained when he was asked about the ‘
|
|

existence of a staff philosonhy. "There are forty teachers and about
as many different philosophies." When asked about the qualities sought
in the teachers hired, the principal repeatedly referred to expertise
in the subject to be taught. Getting along well with fellow staff
members or the ability to cooperate and collaborate with other teachers
was not identified as needed teacher qualities. Consistent with the .
other findings as described thus far, teaching effectiveness at Junior |
High is not dependent on’teacher interaction or fellowship within the \
school. . - ‘

<

Opportunities to share personal philosophies or ideologies are
rare. As noted earlier, regular daily teacher interaction is limited
to a brief lunch-time encounter. In addition, these meetings are
characterized by conversations that are temporary and not task-related.
Most importantly, very few decisions regarding the daily execution of
instruction depend on teacher interaction. Decisions in the school
are most often made by individuals and not groups. Classroom decisions
rest with the individual teacher, department decisions rest with the
department chairperson, and administrative -decisions rest.with the
principal.

-

Teachers are not connected by cormon responsibilities or tasks
in common time and space in a way which promotes interaction. Moreover,
interaction is not a prerequisite for teaching success. In fact, it is A
viewed as a necessary but time-consuming obligation. Consequently,
teacher relationships are not expected and nurtured. They may develop
as & fringe benefit. As teacher Jane reported, s

-

I have a particular group of friends that there are;
“a group of us that usually go out, just the girls,< . =
once a month right after payday. These relation- !
e ships have bujlt up over the years partly from out-
side of school. One is my neighbor and one's éx-
husband works with my husband and we may go to the »
same church with..some-others-

— e e -

Teachers take pride in th.ir students' attention to subject matter,
quiet and orderly classrooms and being liked by students, former and
current. While these rewards are not unlike those of the teachers at
the middle school, their achievement is not associated with collegial
interaction or teacher fellowship. The rewards are viewed as outcomes

of personal expertise and good fortune in circumstances beyond teacher
control.
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o Life for the teachers at the junior high school is characterized
by individualism. The school's organization and administration
support this individualistic teacher orientation. Teachers do not
expect.interaction with other teachers to be a major dimension of
their professional lives. They acknowledge that the responsibility
for teaching is an individual responsibility, and the successful
operation of a;school requires that each member uphold his or her
responsibility. . . C

Al

Sumary of Teacher Reldtionships. Colleague relationships were

quite different in the two schools. Teachers at the middle school
. valued colleague relationships, expected support and assistance from

team members and acknowledged many of- their beliefs-and -practices as
shared. 'The team members served as a kind of admiring audience of
supportive peers. Connected by students they shared, team members
were intimately involved in one another's .success. Shared team tasks
and decisions aid frequent teacher contacts produced a collective
identity basic to each individual's professional world view. Teachers
referred to their ideas, practices and beliefs as "ours," and used the
proEoun'"we" more often than "I" in describing themselves and their
work. ’

Colleague relationships at the junior high were altogether differ-
ent. Teachers not only had less contact with fellow teachers, the .
contact they did have was brief and seldom task-related. Consequently,
teachers spent most of their school time alone, only sharing general
gripes and observations which could be subjects for brief conversations
never to be continued. Teachers-did have -school friends, but these
friendships developed outside the school. They provided a support
system for.teachers when they felt burdened; they seemed to serve as an
empathic rather than admiring audience. For the most part, the daily
teaching experience was one of isolation and individualism - an every
man for himself affair.

Life as a team member contributes to the middle school teacher's
sense of efficacy. It provided frequent teacher contact, opportunities
to discuss the students that teachers have in common, and it allows
experimentation and the testing of new ideas. The team provides its
teachers with comradery, support and friendship. Teachers view them-
selves as part of a collective which mitigates the burden of individual
failure while bolstering professional self-esteem. -Perhaps most important,
the team is a decision-making unit. Teachers pust make decisions
collectively and must continually share ideas, attitudes, beliefs, views
and feelings. It may be this continual dialogue among teachers that
promotes the teashers' view that their work is significant. Moreover,
the challenge of joint decision-making may provide a sense of power and
control not found in the isolated teaching experience typica: in the
Jjunior high school. '

Working in the junior high's structure provided 1ittle or no op-

- portunity for comradery or affiliation with a collective identity.
Teachers spent most of their time aldfie and shared very few dimensions
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of school 1ife with fellow colleagues. The burden of failure was

largely an individual matter. The range of decisions made by the depart-
ment was AQmited to that of curriculum, and tedchers generally did not
discuss beliefs and ideas at length. The department serviced efficiency
and did not encourage teacher interaction. Moreover, the department

was not seen a5 a unit involved in-school decision-making. While
department chairpersons did meet from time to time with the administra-
tion, those meetings did not deal with school philosophy and policy.

The department chairpersons were spokespersons for the, department's
curriculum concerns, and there was seldom an opportunity for discussion

of other school, matters. Department membership did not require ex-
tensive involvement and participation. What-teachers held in common was
the curriculum,and individuals could execute the same curriculum with
little dialogue between fellow members. The tasks they performed could
best be done alone. This may account for the individualistic qrientation
that prevails at the junior high and perhaps simultaneously reinforces
the focus on procedures over people. -




The“Principa]. Teacher differences at the two schools were clearly
reflected in the attitudes and behaviors of ‘the school principals. These
differences were particularly evident in the decision-making structures
they established and their perceptions of teachers.

The principal at the middle school described the outstanding teacher
as one who "cares about kids, can communicate effectively and is a good
role model for students." He expects his teachers to share the responsi-
bility of school decision-making and distributes decisions to the teams.
Teachers are viewed as "professionals" whose ideas are needed and valued
and whose roles and responsibilities move-into the larger school world.
Teachers had a semi-collaborative relationship with the pr1nc1pa1 who
was seen as a co-worker. This fraternal relationship left the principal
open to criticism, and the teachers less protected. . .

At the Jun1or high, the pr1nc1pa1 described the outstandlng teacher
as "one who is really knowledgeable about the subject matter® to be taught
and really excited about teaching it, a good classroom manager and someone
who understands the middle school students." He expected teachers to be
prepared for their work in the classroom but Timited decision-making to
that domain. Teacher opinions and ideas were solicited from time to time,
but most important decisions were left to the principal and his administra-
tive staff. The principal’s relationship with teachers was paternal. He
took a‘protective stance attempting to make teaching easier, more pleasant,
and less stressful for his faculty. ‘He demanded 1ittle from teachers
outside the classroom and viewed the majority of his faculty with a
fundamental uncertainty about their capabilities, particularly in séhool
decision-making. Teachers were often underestimated but in return were
protected. Displayed in his office was a poster which read, "How can we
soar like“eagles when you've got to fly with a bunch of turkeys?"

. Whether or.not .the world views of teachers developed in the context
of the schools or prior to_their employment is a question that can not
be answered by this study. 1 Teachers did, héwever, choose to stay in

0y

*
-

]Certa1n1y teachers' background experience, life events, developmental
needs and personality must be taken into account. The teachers at the
middle school were younger than the teachers at the junior high. Their
former teaching exper1ences were in schools that were positive places

to work. The school's h1story was characterized by a stable administra-
tion, notoriety and the opening of a new school with a new, enthusiastic
staff. Teachers were involved in changes made throughout the years and
they saw the school as a product of their communal efforts.

Teachers at the junior high had spent the major part of their teaching
careers in the schoo] with a history characterized by frequent dadministra-
tive changes, racial strife, upheaval and discipline problems. These
teachers did not feel involved in the shaping of the school. These
battles did not bring faculty together; they wore faculty out.

The fact that the teachers at the middle school have had the opportunity
toc be involved in the planning and implementing of school changes may
account for some of their perce1ved sense of personal confidence and
influence, whereas at the junior high teachers spent most of their years
adjusting to changes rather than participating in them

-
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their respective schools. Despite initi;ﬁ teacher differences, principal
perceptions of teachers probably contributed to the different attitudes
teachers held at the two schools. At the middle school the principal
believed his teachers were capable professionals and conveyed this
confidence- to his faculty. On.the other hand, the principal at the
junior high had questions about the capabilities of his teachers and
felt at times they had to be treated "much like the students."

Multi-Age Grouping. Contrasting teacher emphasis on students in
the middTe school and curriculum in the junior high may be more related
to multi-age grouping than to any other single difference. At the
middle school teachers had the same students for three years. They
viewed the three-year experiencé as the most satisfying part of their
job because™t allowed them to see students grow and change over time.
In three years, growth is generally dramatic in all areas of development.
Perhaps teachers have a better chance of feeling exalted about their work
and maintain their focus on student. development when they.teach youngsters
for an extendéd time and can witness this dramatic growth.

The middle school teachers were very aware of the impact that the
extended three-year relationship with students-had on their sense of
efficacy. .
Interviewer: Is there anything in particular about the
school's organization that you feel is important? )

Teacher: Well, the most important thing is the multi-age
grouping. . . to me that's the single most .important thing
at this school because, well, there are other ways you
can accomplish the same thing, but essentially you get -
to have the same kids for the whole time that they're
in school. You don't hava to spend the first two months
of the year getting to know 160 new kids, because 3/4

, of them you already know. And it really makes a -
difference - you know their parents and everything.

Second teacher: 1I'd Tike to talk about teaching students
for three years. The big advantages are, first, it takes
a long time to find out what really makes some students click
and what really is going to Be a successful technique work-
ing with them. A lot of times that takes you half a year,

. sometimes even longer. By the time half a year is over,
you're going to have half a_year working with them and then
the next teacher has.to_go through the same thing. There

really -is-no-communication between the 6th and 7th grade
teachers. She might say "Oh, boy, there are real problems
now," or usually negative things. Or you might off-hand-
edly say "I successfully did this or whatever." But -
there is no established use of communication between
teachers at different grade levels. So by having them
for three years I may be able to find out what will be
successful and then institute it at least for two and a
half years. Thesecond advantage that I see is when we

-

.
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'rewards) in the junior high. Whereas the middle school's administration

.run into a prob]em in most schools with a student
" that just seems to frustrate you on every hand, you
write him off. If you get through six months or four
and a half months or whatever it is and if you
haven't succeeded you say "Well, all I have is four and
a half to go," and you Jjust slide through the rest of
the year. You can't do that here because you know
that you've got two and a half years to face. Now,
maybe after a year and a half I do the same thing.
I don't think that we've got the same inclination,
however. I think -you have much more encouragement in.
the three-year time span. Maybe after two and.,a half
.years, if you haven't succeeded, you aren't going to
“succeed anyway. But six months is rea]]y sometimes
 all it takes to find out what's successful. Therefore,
, you're encouraged to institute your program rather sthan.
write them off.. ¢
For the teachers at. the junior high who only have students for one
year, student and teacher achievement are less obvious. Teachers focus
on short term results in curriculum mastery and test grades. Chances are
that the teachers only glean that sense of heroic pride when a student
returns years later for a visit. The entire staff at the middle school
took an interest in making school enjoyable for students, while the staff
at the junior high did not. No doubt, teachers' notions of students’
improvability account for this, in part. However, the multi-age grouping
and teacher-student guidance program in the middle school resulted in
teachers spending more time with students outside of the classroom. This
produced a focus on teacher-student relationships, and in those relation-
ships teachers were faced with students' honest feelings about school and
learning. Recognition that school wasn't much fun for most students
seemed to be a part of teachers' concerted efforts to make it otherwise.
The indifference of teachers in the junior high regarding their responsi-
bility for generating student enthusiasm could be explained by their
infrequent opportunities to schedule fun into the school day. There V.
were very few times during a school year when classes were suspended for
a speciai student event. This was not so at the middle school. In
addition, teachers did not have as much contact with students in a non-
academic setting. The teacher-student relationships were pre-empted by
academic demands, grades, and changing bells. Teachers may have been
able to avoid the real concerns and feelings of their students. This
difference in orientation could be due in part to teachers' role percept-
ion and their focus towards learning. Can and should learning be fun?
The junior high teachers did not seem to recognize themselves as motivators -
mot1vat1ng students was not a deeply felt role.
F1na11y, the administration's attitudes about fun in school may also
help account for the lack of fun (i.e., ornamentation of halls and walls,
celebrations, ceremonies and field trips for all and other than for

supports teachers' efforts to produce fun and encourages it as well,

a
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it is generally carefully scrutinized in the Jun1or Migh. There is a

kind of fear of wild, unruly student behavior in the event of fun and

a preva111ng notion that a rigid schedu]e keeps both students and

teachérs in line. -

Conc]usion

— -

~
F

‘One function of qualitative research is to prov1de promising
hypotheses for further quantitative study. Another function of such .
research is to investigate the human dynamics that-underlie quantitative
findings of statistical significance. The study reported here contributes
to both the above-mentioned functions. The findings lead us to hypothesize
that school organization, leadership, and ethos contribute to the mainten-
ance of high-efficacy attitudes among teachers. We believe this is
accomplished because teaming, multi-age grouping, and a shared, growth-
centered? approach to education serve to lessen professional self-doubt
among teachers and to dimjnish the self-protective, low-efficacy ideologies
that accompany such doubts. In order to maintain high efficacy att1tudes,
teachers need to see evidence that Tow SES students can learn and that
teachers are contributing to that learning.

~
4

This, .hypothesis is bolstered by the comments of a middle school
teacher (n response to the question, "How does your teaching s1tuat1on,
that is, the organization . . . affect your capacity to achieve your™
teaching goals?"

Basically . . . there is no way it hinders it. It only
furthers it. The AA helps tremendously in getting c]o*
¢ : and being able to teach somg of the lessons I want to
teach about being a total person. The interdisciplinary -
cooperation between team members helps us do things we
would otherwise be unable to do. The multi-age grouping
gives me a student for three years. I rea]]y get to
know him, can rea]]y help him, really influence his 1ife.
You know, when you're passing through, you don't get the
same opportunities. So, I can't think of any way that
[the school organization} has hindered . . .‘it has only ,
furthered my teach1ng goals. I guess the main aspects
are interdisciplinary grouping, multi-age groupirg and AA.

There is probab]y no one best school organization for the promotion
and maintenance of teacher efficacy. We hypothesize that.faculty efficacy
scores will increase to the degree that the school organization provides
common teacher experiences and requires sustained faculty interchanges
that center on Solving the learning. problems of students and improving the
performance of teachers.

—

o ;
zwe refer here to all aspects of child growth: social, psychological and
cognitive, -
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Chapter 4

Measurement of Teachers' Sense of Efficacy
| . Introduction

Our understanding of teachers' sense of efficacy is dependent upon
the deve]opqent of reliable and valid measures of the constiuct. However,
the-design of valid measures of personal beliefs is fraught with
difficulty (N unna11y, 1978). X . ) '

Our 1n1t1a1 use of the ‘two-item Rand teacher eff1cacy measure in
our study of the relationship of school organization and teacher efficacy
in two organizationaliy d1fferent middle schools (see Chapter 3} revealed
problems with the Rand measure-of efficacy. While the middle school
had a more positive school climate than the junior high, measured by Brook-
over's scales of Teacher Expectations and Teacher-Student Commitment to
Improve, attitudes that .are very similar to efficacy attitudes, only a
non-significant trend toward h1gher efficacy was found for, the modern
3 middle school teachers (F(y 46)=2.82, p<. 10). Our major conclusion from
the middle school.study was’t at the total score based on the two items
used in the Rand studies was not.likely to be useful in small sample
d studies of teaching, since the skewness and the limited variability
(M=6.88, SD=1.51) 1in.scores probably restricted the possibility of dis-
| covering relationships between teacher sense of efficacy and other
relevant variables. Response d1str1but19ns for the total score of the
efficacy items for each school are presented in Table 19. Examindtion of
this table reveals that 50% of the middle school teachers scored 8 or
above compared to 30% of the junior high teachers,.and, in contrast, 32%
of the middle school teachers scored 6 or less compared to 55% of Junlor
high teachers. Thase data suggest that school differences in teachers'
sense cf efficacy might have been detected by a more re11ab1e (1onger)
instrument.

Qualitative ana]yses of the classroom behavior of four teachers
scoring high on efficacy and four low scoring teachers convinced us that
teacher sense of efficacy is associated with teacher behaviors that are
likely to affect student attitudes and achievement. Teachers with a Tow
.sense of efficacy made statements to students indicating they did not
expect the. students to perform well; they were more likely to ignore or
withhold ass1stancer;rom students they felt were apathet1c, unmotivated,
or unable. They were also more 1ikely to accept and praise incomplete
or inaccurate answers from students they cons1dered of "low ability" than
were the high efficacy teachers. On the other hand, our classroom
observation made us very cautious and skeptical of the validity of a

. self-report measure such as the Rand instrument, since one high scoring

--efficacy teacher was, by all current behavioral criteria of effectiveness,
an ineffective teacher. She was unable to control her class and was given
to bitter outbursts of sarcasm and futility.
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Table 19

Distribution of Response by School
, on Two-Item Rand Efficacy Scale

- A

Middle School - ___Junior High |
X f(X) P(X) CP(X) f(X) P(X) CP(X)
Score { Frequency Percent Cumulative Frequency Percent Cumulative
' - . Percent : Percent
3 0 o - 0 1 5 5
4 ] 7 7 1 5 10
5 0 0 7 3 , 15 25 .
6 7 25 324 6 30 55
7 | s 18 50 T | 3 15 . 70
A
8 N 39 89 4 20 90 N
g 2 7 96 2 10 100 | ‘
" 10 1 4 00 0 0o 100 o
\ »
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and the 1ikelihood of an ego- defens1ve response. Qur theoretical

—

. ConE]uding that teachers' sense of efficacy is 1ikely to be related
to teachers' classroom behaviors yet concerned that a more senSitive

7 |
instrument was needed, we decided to take a multi-method approach to . .
measurement of efficacy based, on theoretical as.well as methodological _ m‘
concerns. From a methodo]og1ca1 standpoint, a multi-method approach .

was constidered important because of the $rob1ems implicit in self-
report instrument -- especially the problem of social desirability bias C

perspective for constructing mu1t1p1e methods for assessing teachers'

sense of efficacy was based on Albert Bandura's.(1977; 1978) recent

formulation of se]‘-eff1cacy as the codnitive mechanism which mediates

behavior. In Bandurd's social learning theory, it -is assumed that an

individual's 1n1t1at1on of and persistence in a behavior is determined -

by the person's sense of persona] efificacy. ,According to this formula- .

tion, however, self-efficacy is"hot a global construct similar to popu]ar

notions of self-concept; it is rather a cognitive mechanism for processing '

efficacy information, referring to a dynamic, multi-dimensional process, |

resulting in situation-specific eff1cacy expectat1ons .
&>

Qur concept1on of teachers' sense of efficacy, repﬁe&qnted in Figure 5,

consists of a hierarchically organized, multi-dimensional™model. The

dimension located on the left of the model labeled "p;agh1ng efficacy" i

refers to teachers beliefs about the general relatio sh1p between _ .

teaching and 1earn1ng To give a specific examp]e of how teachers might

come §p differ on this dimension: a teacher who is convinced by Arthur

Jensen's (1981) analysis of ability differences in students will tend to have

a low sense of teaching efficacy wh11ej5 teache? convinced of Benjamin . )

Bloom's (1978) position on student learning ability will have +a high

sense of teaching efficacy. These expectation differences will. be

reflected in teachers' specific- expectations for specific students in

specific situations. On the.opposite side of the model is. "personal

efficacy," the teacher's general sense of effectiveness as a teacher.,

Finally,. the most specific level of conceptua11zat1on, and, consequently,

the best pred1ctor Qg teacher behavior is the teachers' sens: of "personal

teachind efficacy," represent1ng an integration of personal ¢v¥icacy and

teaching efficacy. It is important to_keep these dimensions separate

conceptually, because it is 1ikely that the most appropriate teacher

change strategy will depend on the origin of.the sense of inefficacy. ' ?

A ‘teacher convinced of her own ability.to teach but-doubtful of her

students' ability to learn would require a different, intervention from a

tea¢her-whe- is convinced of her students' 4dbility to learn, but doubtful

of her own competence as a teacher. In simple terms, persdnal teaching

efficacy is reflected in the teacher statement, "I can't motivate these

kids;ﬂ_howeyendhthe_siatementhmaxﬂbe attribdeBTE"fb”fEEcﬁEf”éenﬁe of,

teaching efficacy, that is, the belief that "these kids can't be motivated "

or teacher, sense of personal efficacy, that is, the belief that "I

pe